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E'C'ALUATION PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

MAREWA (Management of Natural Resources Pro-iect) was US.AID 'Panama's principal na~urat 
resource managemenr project between 199 1 and 2002. This evaluation of AI.IRES.4 firs1 sums 
up its major accomplishments. identifies its principal difficulties. and distills irs mosr inlponanr 
lessons. It then makes recommendations to US.41D:Tanama for the future strategic dircct~ons of 
its support to Panama's environmental and natural resources sector. 

The evaluation team was in Panama fiom J a n u a ~  5 to Februay 1 1. 2003. In order to coliect 
data and viewpoints about MAREN.4. the evaluation team reviewed MARES.\ project 
documents. interviewed officials of USAIDPanama. Government of Panama institutions and 
environmental NGOs. and made field observations in and around ten national protected areas. 
The evaluation team submitted a draft report to USAlDiPanama and then incorporated comments 
into a final version of the evaluation report. 

PROJECT COMPONENTS AND BUDGET 

MARENA's d e s i p  derived fiom the USAIDTanama financed M'atershrd Management f roiect. 
implemented in the 1980's. M.4RENA.s purpose was to protect and manage Panama-s 
renewable natural resources. with particular emphasis on the Canal Watershed. hI.4RES.4 had 
three components: Panama Canal Watershed: &ational Parks and Wildlands Managemem: and 
Institutional Strenzthenins. Although originally national in scope, in 1993 hl.ARES.4 was 
largely restricted to the Panama Canal Watershed. 

The Xational Institute for Natural Resources (INREiL'ARE) was the original GOP countzrparr 
institution. In 1997. ANAM replaced INREKARE. The original Pro-iect Action Compiaion 
Date (PACD) was 1998. This date was extended several times and now is 2006. In fact. 
however. MAREN.4 ended on December i l .  3002. US.4ID;Panarna eventuall! obligated 
USS23.254.486 w t h  MARENA. USS5.254.386 more than inilially planned. Tix CiOP and ~hr'  
TNC contributions to the MARENA Project Budget remained unchansed SO thc 10ta1 projxi 
budget was tTSS46.428.186. 

.Although originally desiped to be national in scopr. CS.AlD7Panama in her restricted 
MARENA's activities almost entirely to the Panama Canal Watershed. Othenvisc. the principal 
differences between the pro-iect design and the implementation resul~cd from changes in tht  
counterpart Panamanian institutions. A principal institutional modification \!-as that thc Panama 
Canal Authority (ACP). and the Inter-lnstirutional Commission for the \Valcrshed (CICH). rather 
than INREWARE. were assigned l e p l  responsibility for coordinarlng the management of thc 
Panama Canal 1J7atershed. The other major insriturional change Ivas the absorplion of 
INRENARE b!. the hational Em-~ronmental Authority (ANAM 1. 
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The seven ~nd-of-project Status indicators were o n l ~ -  partially achieved and threats to the 
ecological integrity of the national system of protected areas. both within and outside of the 
Panama Canal W-atershed. remain. The long-term status of the public lands on the west side of 
the Panama Canal that have reverted to the Government of Panama. and largely remain under 
forest cover. remains to be determined. The forest protects both extremely important resen7es of 
biological diversity and the quality of the water entering the lakes and rivers of the Panama 
Canal Watershed. Although initiating its coordinating function the Inter lnsritutional 
Commission for the Water Basin (CICH) is not yet fully functional. The National System of 
Protected Areas is unable to function efficiently due to administrative weaknesses. corruption. 
political influence and inadequate budgets. 

MARENA's principal accomplishment was to provide technical and financial support to Panama 
to establish a government presence. through the construction of basic infrastructure and 
stationing of park guards, in the protected areas of the Panama Canal Watershed during the 
period of reversion of Canal Zone. when there were many threats to its ecological integrity. A 
second significant accomplishment was the establishment of a monitoring system for the 
ecological and social parameters of the Panama Canal Watershed. The system has provided a 
sounder basis than previously existed for determining effective watershed management policies 
and practices. A third accomplishment was the creation of an environmental trust fund 
(FIDECO). FIDECO assures a minimum level of financing for the operation of the National 
System of Protected Areas and provides grants that permit local environmental NGOs and 
communities to carry out short-term field activities with rural people who live near to national 
protected areas. 

The principal problem encountered during project implementation stemmed from inability or 
reluctance of the GOP to assign sufficient financial resources to the task of protecting. managing 
and rehabilitating the Panama Canal Watershed. The GOP does not yet consider the protection 
and management of the Panama Canal Watershed as part of the cost of providing water for the 
operation of the Panama Canal. for human consumption, for industrial production and for 
generation of hydroelectricity. Watershed protection and management thus is severely under- 
financed. The politically and financially powerhl Panama Canal Authority. for example, spends 
nearly US$100 million per year in maintaining and improving its canal infrastructure. Yet i t  
provides no funding to the national protected areas within the Panama Canal Watershed. even 
though their natural vegetation maintains the high quality and stable flow of the canal's water 
supply. Likewise. watershed management and protection are not considered in the cost 
structures of the Panamanian institutions that supply water for industrial and domestic purposes 
within the Trans Isthmus Corridor. To adequately finance the protection and management of the 
Panama Canal Watershed, the costs of doing so should be included in the c o s ~  structure of the 
institutions that utilize or distribute its water. 

The creation of the hational Environmental Authority ( A N A M )  significantly weakened 
Panama's institutional structure for the management of its hational System of Protected Areas. 
ANAM's creation has resulted in reduced financing for the protected areas, political influence in 
management decisions and personnel selection, inefficiencies in day-to-day operations and 
decision making. and loss of a high percentage of its best-trained protected area staff. 
Consequently. the institutional and financial basis for the management of the national protected 
areas is weaker in 2003 than it  was in 1991. There is little chance that these institutional 
weaknesses can be corrected within the present structure of ANAM. A necessarlr condition for 
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the National System of Protected Areas to become an efficient. low-cosr. tzchnical1~- oriented 
institution is its independence from ASAM'S regional administrations. 

The principal contribution that MAREN.4 made to the Mission's PCM' SO was to pro\-idc rht 
means for the GOP to establish a presence in the Panama Canal N'atershrd protccied areas. This 
presence reduced the extent and intensit!. of elimination or degradation of naiural iorssr ivithin 
the warershed during the period of reversion of the Panama Canal Zone from rhe Cnittd Srarss to 
Panama and thus conrributed to rhe sustainable management of the canal ~vatershcd. 

Although initially M A R E M  assisted INRENARE to become a more effecti1.e institution. in 
1998 the creation of ANAM to some extent negated the institutional srrenghcnirq that had 
occurred since 1991. B\.- contrast. the FIDECO trust fund established b:- h4.ARET.A ha5 
stimulated the formation of a wide variety of local environmental SGOs and gi\.en their 
members and staff opportunities to appIy their professional expertise to specific locaf 
environmenral and natural resource problems. Some rural populations ha1.e benefited from the 
FIDECO trust h n d  through increased incomes from d a i l ~  wages and through taking advantase 
in various ways of better links to outside institutions. There is no clear evidence. hoii-ever. that 
the income of rural populations has increased significantly due to the pro-iects financed with 
FIDECO funds. 

The most successful component of the MAREXA design has been the financinz and operation of 
the FIDECO trust fund. FIDECO's interest income is far too small. however, IQ finance 
activities of a scope and length sufficient to make a significant impact on Panama's 
environmental and natural resource problems. The principal weakness of M.ARES.4 was its 
reliance on public sector financing for the personnel and operations of the National S~srern of 
Protected Areas. which proved to be less than planned for in the pro-iscl d e s i p  

The interest and participation of communities in narural resource and en\.ironn;enrai 
management and protection activities has made possible rhe operation of the XGO component of 
the FIDECO trust fund. Overall NGO participarion in MARE3.A was very effec~i\-c- Fundxi611 
Natura has been the key institution in the estabtishment and operation of the FIDECO trust fund. 
Local environmental SGOs have planned and implemented many innovati\-s. successful local 
projects to protect natural resources and the environment. The field staff of ihil national 
protected areas has also been effective participants in MAREN.4. I t  formed the institutional 
basis for protecting larse areas of natural forest from con\.ersion or degradation. Addifional and 
longer-term financing is required to make the activities of the con~n-tuni~ies. SCiOs and pubiic 
sector more effective. The effecti\.eness of NGOs could also bc irnprcnd throu~h their 
acquisition of grearer technical knonbledge. especial!). regardins t'orcsin and agricultural 
practices applicable to specific sites. 

USAID!Panama hnds  for protected areas should be directed 10 and through public and pri\-ate 
institutions that have the structures required to support their ~echnically competenl. non-political 
administration. MARETA'S experience indicates thai nalional prolccied areas can beconlc an 
effective cornponenl of ~va~ershed protection and management if adequarc instilu~ions arc 
established and financed. Howe\.er. if insritutional suuctures themsel\.es limit cfkcri\.c action, 
then external financing may nor produce increased levels of protection and managcmenr in 
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protected areas. Without an effective institutional structure. external funds begin to produce 
redundant planning documents and technical reports rather than permanent. replicable results in . 
park protection and management that conserve the environment and natural resources while 
improving people's lives. 

MANAGEMENT OF THE CANAL WATERSHED 

The management of the Panama Canal Watershed will be decisive in the success or hilure of 
natural resource and environmental management at the national level. MARENA's experience 
shows that the resolution of Panama's environmental and natural resource problems narionall?. 
requires successful protection and management of the Panama Canal Watershed. If Panama can 
protect and manage the Panama Canal Watershed then it will have the basis to protect and 
manage its environment and natural resources nationally. If Panama fails to protect and manage 
the Panama Canal Watershed in spite of the financial and technical resources that are or could be 
made available, then it is unlikely that it will be able soon to reverse the deterioration of natural 
resources and the environment nationally. Tfius the Panama Canal Watershed serves as the 
laboratory for testing the technical, administrative and financial requirements for effective 
natural resource and environmental protection and management in all of Panama. 

Inextricable links exist between national protected ireas and surrounding privately owned land. 
These Iinks make it advisable to support concurrent. focused. technically sound and coordinated 
actions to protect and manage natural resources and environment inside and outside of the 
national protected areas. MARENA's experience has demonstrated that while protected areas 
may be a useful, sometimes even an essential. component of protecting and manasins a 
watershed. they are neither sufficient in themselves nor are isolated from the private lands that 
surround them. Protection and management of the natural resources and en\*ironment in a 
watershed therefore, requires that effective measures be taken to improve land use practices on 
private lands. Otherwise. the deterioration of the natural resources and environment on private 
land may negate the environmental benefits that result from protecting and managing the 
protected areas. Moreover. it will prove difficult to maintain the integrity of a protected area in 
Panama, where the rural population depends at least partly on agriculture. if the agricultural 
productivity of the surrounding private lands deteriorates. '4 growing population will demand 
access to the fertility of the forest soils within the protected areas. 

International economic trends have a predominate influence on Panama's natural resources and 
environment. The 1999 STRI study indicated that there is a stron2 trend towards tht. 
abandonment of pastureland in the Panama Canal watershed since national policies removed 
protection for domestic production of cattle products. Panama cattle producers cannot produce 
beef so cheaply as their competitors in other Central American countries. Field observations 
confirm that the watershed has a large proportion of abandoned pastures covered with natural 
regeneration of native species. Measures to protect and manage Panama^s natural resources and 
environment will be futile unless they are designed within the context of such international 
economic trends. This lesson derives special importance given the eminent establishment of the 
hemispheric free trade zone. 

irP 
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NEED FOR HIGH STANDARDS 

The results of the MARESA financed field projects. fiowe~er. demonstrate that no matter hmr 
small a pro!ect ma)- be in financial terms. time period. or geogaphic area. i~ should be carried 
out in such a wa?. as to assure the highesr technical srandards. Pro!ecrs sen-c no P U ~ ~ O S ~  if iltt'! 
fail because of poor technical supervision. In such instances. the "beneficiaries" \vase their tinit 
and become disillusioned. funds are wasted. protection of natural resources and tne en\-ironmsnr 
is not achieved. and technical knotx4edpe is not pained. 

MARENA's experience with FIDECO pro-iects also indicate thar these pro&ctz shoula' be 
d e s i ~ e d  and selected based on criteria that ensure clear links with specific objecrh-cs relarcd t o  

the protection and management of a watershed. The vev. limited financing available IO FIDECO 
for projects and the small size and limited duration of the projects mean that the>- will on]\- be 
significant if they are focused on a common objective. Given the restricted funding available tc 
parks. it makes sense for the FTDECO projecrs to focus on the resolution of probiemr that 
threaten the integrity of the parks. Otherwise. the FIDECO pro-iects become sirnpl\- an 
uncoordinated. unfocused collection of small activities that respond more to the particular 
interests of SGOs or communities than to an overall strategy. 

USAIDPanama could play an important role in assisting Panama to protect and manage its 
natural resources and ent.ironment by developing a focused. coherent pro-mm with clear 
objectives and adequate technical o ~ e r s i ~ h t .  The MAREK.4 experience demonstrares thal 
USAIDPanama has latent possibilities for playing an influential. central role in imprmin_r 
Panama's ability to protect and manage its natural resources and em-ironmenr. Panama has 
internationally significanr water and biological resources. I t  has u-elcomsd intsma~ional 
assistance in establishing the institurional. financial and technical basis for their prowtion and 
management. LS.AID,'Panama has the ability to brmg a wealth of domestic and inlrrnarional 
experience to bear on the resolution of the obstacles to such protection and managemem. 

The evaluation team recommends that USAID!Panama support srratepic poiic>-. planning. and 
program intenentions to stimulate more favorable enabling policies for aggressive and 
sustainable chan_ge in watershed protection and management. This Iype ot'supporr could irlcludc 
support for updating land use policies for the Panama Canal IYatershcd through a rc\.ision of thc 
requiremenrs of Lan. 2 1 .  Likewise. L:SAID.'Panama could assist Panama ro rcthink the "buffer 
zone" strategy that was promoted b>- MXREN.4 \vith the ob-iectivc of inrrodt~cing morc markcr 
driven and technically sound projects. .A third possibiliry for t'S.4ID-Panama suppor~ \\-odd bc. 
assistance to the Plan Panama Rural strategic planning effon. as means in help Panama'?; rural 
economy to adjust to the changes that will resulr from the Frec Tradc of thc .4mcrica Zone. 
USAIDiPanama could also support applied research throu$ financing rhc ssrnblishmen~ in 
CICH of an Environmental Information Center to moni~or condirions rhroughoul the Pananla 
Canal Watershed. 

The evaluation team recommends that L'SAID'Panama develop crcari\.c insritulional support 
strategies to improve coordinat~on requirements and operational performanct. ~virhin the 
Panamanian institutions responsible for natural resource proiecrron and management. 
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Institutional efficiencies and operational effectiveness have become increasingly important. as 
broader environmental issues must be addressed. For example. USAIDIPanama could provide ~ u l  

technical assistance to CICH to help it to integate forces and resources 1-ia effectil-e 
coordination with line units of mixed abilities and finance its own budget. .4 specialized 
USAID-funded core group of experts could make an important contribution to ClCH's 
effectiveness over the next few years. Likewise. USAIDPanama could facilitate Fundacion 
NATURA's efforts to h n d  economically sustainable field prosects based on technical criteria 
and stable markets. 

The evaluation team recommends that USAIDIPanama support the establishment of neu. public- 
private linkages as a means to establish a more sustainable national system of protected areas. 
USAID possesses special interests to help Panama Look for more productive and dynamic park 
mechanisms that generate greater public and economic goods. For example. under a VSAID 
funded endowment program in Costa Rica. the NGO FUNDECOR provided highl:. regarded 
park management and operations services in Costa Rica's parks. It also provided related market 
and fund raising. research and training, community economic participation services facilitated 
initially under a major endowment fund. USAID/Panama should explore this alternative for 
Panama, at least for the high priority protected areas in the Panama Canal Watershed. 

USAIDIPanama should assist Panama to explore the alternative funding sources that are needed 
to expand the presence of the national government in the national system of protected Breas. For 
example. the Panama Canal Authority (ACP) should be encouraged to provide significant 
financing for the areas in the national system of protected areas that lie within the Panama Canal 
Watershed. USAIDIPanarna could encourage the ACP to provide an additional endowment to the 
FIDECO trust fund. earmarked specifically for activities within the Panama Canal Watershed. 
USAID/Panama could also encourage broader donor coordination and leverage facilitation for 
the national system of protected areas. encouraging CICH and ANAM to dedicate more 
attention. through studies and evaiuations, to this possibility. With additional interest income. 
FIDECO could better support the national system of protected areas as well as move into a role 
that would be similar to that of FUNDECOR in Costa Rica. A fourth possibility for 
USAIDIPanama action is to support the expansion of ANAM's ability to generate revenue, 
through activities in the national system of protected areas. such as the promotion of' more 
ecotourism. 

Finally, the evaluation team recommends that USAIDiPanarna help provide greater focus. 
support, and leverage critical technical support services to rural residents in the Panama Canal 
Watershed. For example, in spite of many years of work. there remains a great need in the rural 
areas of Panama for training in technologies. such as agroforestry practices. that maintain and 
increase soil productivity as well as rraining in post-harvest processing and marketing. 

& 
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A. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE E\-ALL-4~105 

For eleven years. from mid-1991 through the end of 2002. the MARES.4 Projeci (31anagemen1 
of Natural Resources Project) occupied much of VSAID'Panama's financial resources and 
administrative attention. Sonetheless. during this period MXRESX never undenven: a 
comprehensive mid-term or final evaluation. Consequently. in earl? 2007. shortl? after rhr. 
implementation of MAREKA had ended. USAID.'Panama did nor ha\-e a clear gasp  of rhc 
extent of and reasons for MARENA's accompIishrnents and difficulries. 11 n-as. therefore, 
unable to incorporate MAREKA's experiences into the design and impiernenrarion of its 
program ro assist Panama to protect and manage its environment and natural resources. 

This evaluation attempts to remedy this lack of useful knowledge about MXREX.4. 11 sums up 
MARENA's principal accomplishrnenrs. identifies its principal dificulties. and distills its most 
important lessons. On this basis the evaluation then makes recommendations to ES.4ID Panama 
on the future strategic directions of its support to Panama's environmental and natural resources 
sector. The evaluation thus provides a basis for CSA1D:'Panama to understand and utitizr 
MARENA's many valuable experiences. 

The Team Leader initiated the evaluation on Januar! 2 and 3. 2003. in \Vashin_cion. D.C. whcrc 
he interviewed the technical staff of LTS.4IDrU' and consulring firn1.s ~ s h o  had been assoc~ared 
with MAREN.4. 

Subsequently. both members o f  the evaluation team spent fi\.e and a half neck> in Pmanra. from 
January 5 through Februar!. 1 1 .  2003. During the first week the! revie\sed CS.AID Panatlla 
MARENA project documents. interviewed t'SAIDRmama officials. and made a field  rip ro see 
a national park and NGO activities in western Panama. The Team Leader also prcparcd a work 
plan and repon outline. which \\.ere prrsenred ro and appro\-ed h\ L'SXID Panama. In thc 

second week. the evaluation team consulred es tensi~~el~ ivitll go\.cmmenl and S\;<iC) staff 
members who had been associated with MAREK.4 .  

During weeks three and four. one team member (Bruce Kernan) nladc. ficld \.isir.t to natior~ul 
protected areas and their surroundings. mostiy within the Panama Canal U'atsrshed but also in 
western Panama. He inreniewed the staff of protected areas and cnviranmen~al MiOs. o b s e n d  
projects financed b!. the Consenarion Trust Fund (FIDECO). and made obsenaiions in and 
around protected areas. Meanwhile. rhe Team Leader iDa\.id Barhrick) conducted detailed 
interviews in Panama C i t  \\:ith a \vide range of kno\vledgeablc informant3 \vho had been 
involved with M.ARES.A. The team devo~ed i t s  fifth \seek to complctiny ficld t%ils ~vithin the 
Panama Canal Natershed and writing the first draft of its repon. .A1 thc end of \ye& five the 
team sent this draft to LrSAiD.'Panama. 
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At the beginning of week six. the team reviewed its findings and the draft report \!.it11 
USAID/Panama staff. At, the end of week six. USAIDiPanama provided the team with detailed. 
written comments on the drafi reporr. During week seven Bruce Kernan releised the draft reporr 
on the basis of these comments. He sent a revised draft to Development Associates. The 
permanent professional staff of Development Associates reviewed this draft and prepared a final 
version of the report. which was sent to USAIDPanama in early March. 

Attachment 2 provides the names of the people the evaluation team intemiewed. .4rtachmenr -3 

notes the location and dates of its field trips. 

The report has five sections. After this introductory section. Section 11 sets the stage for 
MARENA. It first summarizes the activities and results of the Watershed Management Project. 
which was the USAID/Panama financed narural resource project during the 1980's. It then 
describes the salient characteristics of the Panama Canal Watershed. the principal focus of 
MARENA's activities. Finally, it describes the new and evolving Panamanian public and private 
institutions that developed for environmental and natural resource management durins the 1990s 
and which affected MARENA's activities and results. 

Section I11 provides the "meat" of the evaluation. It compares MARENA's proposed with its 
actual activiries and results. assesses the implications of the differences and sugsests what 
actions remain to be undertaken in order to achieve MARENA's purposes. 

Section IV responds to the specific questions posed to the evaluation team in the Scope of Work. 
Section V draws the principal lessons to be learned from the MARENA experience. Finally. 
Section V provides recommendations for future USAIDiPanama support to Panama's 
environmental and natural resource sector. 
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SECTIOS I1 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND SETTING o\.ER\?EM.= 

In the 1970's. USAID,'Panama identified the unplanned and exhaustive use of the rsnwabir 
natural resources of Panama. such as deforestation for agriculture. gazing. and timber esrraction. 
as the cause of the seasonal flooding and drousht. soil erosion. and loss of land productivit!- that 
threatened the dry season navigation of the Panama Canal and the suwival of Panama's unique 
biological resources. 

USAID/Panama responded to these problems by financing and implemenring the \I7arershed 
Management Project (5250191) in collaboration with the General Directorate for Renewable 
hiatural Resources (RENARE). FENARE had been formed in 1973 within the hIinistr?- of 
Agricultural Development (MIDA) by consolidating two small foil sun-ey and foresr 
conservation units. The purposes of the Watershed Manazement Project were: { 1 ) to strenghen 
RENARE: ( 2 )  to increase public awareness of the importance of natural resource consewation: 
and (3) to establish watershed manacgement progarns in the Canal. Ria La 1-illa and Rio Caldera 
Watersheds. 

The Watershed Management Project did increase REEARE's capabilities. The number of 
personnel p e n -  from 340 to 850. Its staff experrise increased through recruitment of quaiitied 
professionals. technical assistance and training lt gained watershed manasemen1 esperiense by 
implementing soil consenation. improved pasture practices and 4.000 ha of reforestation. Ir 
built facilities in three national parks and wrote a strategy for prorectins narional protected areas. 
Through a farm u ~ o d l o t  demonstration program and a public environmenral educarion 
campaign. REKARE pained local support and raised national awareness of the problems caused 
bq* natural resource degradation. As a result. environmental NGOs begin to hrm. 
(USAID/Panamu. 1991 1. 

Nonetheless. when the Warershed Management Project ended in 1985. R E h A R E  \vas still not a 
fully effective natural resource manapemenr agency. It had only an advisory role \virhin MIDX. 
Implementation of fields operations remained under the control o f  the MID.\ regional ofikst; 
and RENARE could no1 exercise its replatory mandate. The rqional ofices of MID.\ had 
other priorities that differed greatly from. and were sometimes in direct conflicl u i t h  natural 
resource consemation priorities. The MIDA Regional Coordinators. for example. often assigned 
RENARE staff funds and equipment to other MIDA activiries. They also frequen~l>- ]gored 
the technical recommendations of REXARE staff. RENARE's direct field projxl csperience 
remained limited to the Watershed Management Pro-iect. the CATlE Regional h4ultipurpose Trec 
Crop Project and an a p f o r e s r r ~ .  program with CARE. 

In 1986. USAID'Panama designed a follo~s-on project to the Watershed Mana~ernenr Project. 
which was named the Management of Karural Resources Pro-ject (MAREKA). h4AREN.A was 

This section is summanzed liom the hl.qREh.4 P r q e c ~  Paper. 
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to address nationally the full range of Panama's natural resource problems including soil and 
water conservation. parks and protected areas. natural forest management. farm forestr!.. 
industrial plantations and stren~hened field operations of RENARE. It was to have 
implemented activit~es in alI pans of Panama. from the Darien in the easr to Chiriqui and Bocas 
del Toro in the west. In addition to strengthening RENARE. the project was to ha\.e stin~ulated 
private sector investment in reforestation. MARENA was to have been a 10-year effort with 
US$50 million in LOP funding. $35.7 million of which was to be financed by USAID.'Panama. 

USAID/Panama. however. considered three changes to be necessar!. for the public sector 
component of MARENA to be effective: ( I )  elevation of the status of RENARE to be the lead 
agency of the government on natural resource management and environmental matters: ( 2 )  full 
operational authority for regulating natural resource use, and for managing public lands: and (3) 
control and continuity of income from forest and water concessions. permits. fees and fines 
authorized by law. These criteria were met with the passing of Panamanian Law 21 on 
December 16, 1986. Law 21 created the National Institute for Renewable Natural Resources 
(MRENARE) as a semi-autonomous agency within the Ministry of Planning (MIPPE). As an 
institute, INRENARE could, unlike RENARE, establish its own provincial offices, free from the 
oversight and encumbrance of a ministry's bureaucratic hierarchy. 

After passage of Law 21, USAID completed project negotiations with MIPPE. However, the 
signing of the Project Agreement. set for February 1987. was postponed as relations with 
Panama began to deteriorate. With renewal of USG assistance to Panama in 1990. 
USAID/Panama reformulated MARENA and it was finally approved in June 199 1 .  

Before 1997 the Panama Canal Watershed included only the 33 1,309 hectares (ha) that current!!. 
supply water for the operations of the Panama Canal. urban water supplies and hydroelectric 
power. Two basins make up the 33 1.309 ha. Lake Gatun. or Western Basin. and Lake Alhajuela. 
or Eastern Basin. In 1997. Law 44 expanded the legal limits of the official Panama Canal 
Watershed to encompass an additional 225.000 ha. in the area that is referred to as the Western 
Region. The Western Region. which lies to the west of the Lake Gatun Basin. is a potential 
future water supply area: it does not as yet, however. supply water for potable water, hydropower 
or canal operations. The official Panama Canal Watershed. therefore. now encompasses 552.76 1 
ha. Law 44 gave the Panama Canal Authority (ACP) overall responsibility for maintaining the 
quality and quantity of water production in the Panama Canal Watershed. 

The Panama Canal Watershed (PCW), due to its location in the lnter Tropical Convergence Zone 
a shon distance from two oceans. and to its mountain ranges. that cause orthographic rainfall, is 
one of the world's most productive tropical water basins. The average production of water from 
the Lake Gatun and Lake Alhajuela Basins (excluding the Western Region) is 1.107 billion 
eallons per year. Because the eastern basins has higher mountain ranges and. therefore, higher + 

average annual rainfall. it  supplies 40 percent of the PCW's water- production, although it  
occupies only 28 percent of its area. The production of water from the Western Region is 
approximately 4.149 Mrn3iyr. (Cz~evm. J., 2001). Water production nornlally declines during 
the dry season. from December through April. EI Nino climatic events can cause an even greater 
drop in water production. 

The CSAID/Pananta .Wanagemenr of .\aiural Resources 4 April 21. 2003 
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The operation of the canal locks require 662 billion gallons!yr.. municipal potabie nasr 
consumption require 66 billion patlons:y-.. and the generation of hydroelectric pon-er at the 
Gatun plant require 379 billion gallons8yr. The total of these uses is 1.10- gallons per !-ear. 
approximately 92 percent of the entire runoff of the PCW watershed. The trend from 1914 to the 
present has been for less water to be released over the Gatun Dam spillway and tbr more \vator tr7 

be utilized for municipal water systems (T'arga.~. C.. 19961. Especially during El Sinn climatic 
events. the threat exists that Lake Gatun may become too shallow for rhe passas? of larger 
vessels. The ACP is studying the feasibilitx of transporting water by tunnels tiom the N'esterr. 
Region into Lake Gatun (T-'ai-p. C. per. corn. 0031 .  

Table I indicates the Iand uses in 2001 in the Western and Eastern watersheds. 

TABLE l 
Land Lse in the M'estern and Eastern Watersheds of the Panama Canal Warershed. 1998 

I Land Use I Areas (ha) I 
Forest I 157.000 
Pasture:a~ricullure 
Secondarv forescbrush I 

I Warer bodies I 42.000 I 
Urban 
Denuded land 
ljnclassi fied 

Land use mapping in the Western Region has not been completed. The team's field obsen-arions 
and visual examination of satellite images suzgest that perhaps 60 percenr is  under continuous 
forest cover and about 40 percent is covered by secondary forest. pssrtlre and agriculruril. 

4.000 
1.000 
_;.om 

TOTAL 

Table 2. indicates the names and areas of the eight national protected areas in the PC\\-. The 
total area of the protected areas in the PCM' is 192.368 ha. or 34 psrcenl of the total arm of rhs 
PCW. 

TABLE 2 
Protected Areas within the Panama Canal 1Vatershed 

331.000 

I-- p Protected Area 

Source: FAO. 200 1. 

I Soberanla karronal Park I 1 

-- - 
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Lake Gatun Kecrca~ional Arru 
Barro C'olorado harural Monumm~ 

TOTAL 

34s 
5.40lI 

192.368 
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Considerable areas of the national protected areas were superimposed on lands that were 
previously owned or occupied. To gain complete control over these lands. the national 
government would have to purchase the land irself and improvements. such as pastures. 
agriculture or buildings. Since the national government has rarei!: provided h n d s  for land 
purchase. a large percentage of some of the protected areas remain under private control. 
although subject to national protected area regulations. 

Sedimentation rates at present are not excessively high in the Panama Canal Warershed. For 
example. while sedimentation in a tropical forest watershed generally varies in the range of 100 
and 600 tondhay-.. sedimentation in the Chagres subwatershed. the largest producer of nrater in 
the PCW. is 255 tonsikm2/yr. The Boqueron River basin. with 879 tonslkm2iyr.. has the htghest 
rate of sedimentation in the PCM': this high rate is. however. due to extremely high rainfall and 
steep slopes, not to deforestation. Visual inspection and examination of satellite images of the 
Western Region did not indicate more than limited soil erosion problems. Konetheless. severe 
soil erosion certainly remains a latent threat in the PCW, particularly in areas being used for 
intensive cattle or horticulture production, given its widespread combination of easily eroded red 
clay soils. steep slopes and high rainfall. 

Water contamination, by contrast, as measured in the levels in rivers and lakes of nitrates. 
phosphates, organic material and micro-bacteria. poses an increasing threat to the water quality 
of the PCW. Inmligration from the Interior Provinces. has increased the PCW's population from 
21,000 in 1950 to over 150,000 in 2000. This population 1s concentrated in the Trans Isthmus 
Corridor. This growing human population, plus industrial production and concentrated livestock 
operations in the Trans lsthmus Corridor have contributed to the contamination of rivers and 
lakes. particularly in the area of Chilibre. West of Lake Gatun, agrochemical use. concentrated 
poultry. swine and cattle operations. and construction contribute to increasing water 
contamination. Decreased water volumes during the dry season increases the concentration of 
water contamination. 

C. INST~TUTIONS IN THE PANAMA CANAL WATERSHED 

During the 1990's. existing and new Panamanian public and civil society institutions evolved or 
were established in response to a wider range of environmental and natural resource protection 
and management issues. These institutions received international financial assistance through the 
World Bank. the inter American Development Bank. bi-lateral cooperation. including 
USAIDiPanama and USAID Regional Programs. 

In the public sector, INRENARE. focused as i t  was on protected areas and forestry. did not 
provide an adequate institutional basis for the national government to address Panama's wide 
range of environmental problems. such as water and air contamination and agrochemicals. 
Consequently. the Panama Congress and President. in 1998. approved the Environmental Law 
41. which established the National Environmental Authority (ANAM).  At the national level. 
INRENARE was subsumed within AKAM's Department of Natural Patrimony. At the field 
level, the INRENARE offices became part of regional ANAM offices. The A N A M  regional 
directors. whose puniew included the entire range of pro\.inces' environmental problems, now 
supervised the former staff of INRENARE. such as the directors of national protecred areas. 
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The GOP created two new institutions. in order to guide and manaze the transfer of the Panan12 
Canal from the United States to Panama: the Autoridad de la Region lnrer-Oceanica r.?R1, and 
the -4utoridad del Canal de Panama (-4CP). Both institutions ha\.e responsibilities and hnctrom 
that include or affect the-protection and manapemenr of the environrnenr and natural resource.< 
within the Panama Canal Watershed. The -4FtI. created in 1993. administers !he disposai. b!- sate 
or transfer. of the infrastructure and land thar uoas rransferred from the Lnitra Srarcs to Panamz 
as a result of the 1977 Treaties. Because of the assers that it  controls. ARI has become a po\serful 
institution within the former Canal Zone area of the Panama Canal \Itatershed. Ho\ve\-er. as i r  
transfers the assets of the interoceanic repion to the privare sector and to othtr = ~ ~ v e r n n ~ r n t  
institutions. ARl's power and influence is diminishing. Irs functions are supposed to end in 
2005. 

In 1999. Law 41 established the ACP. which assumed the roles and functions of the tbrnirr 
Panama Canal Commission. The Panama Canal Commission. however. had ne\w concerned 
itself with the protection or management of the Panama Canal Watershed. Lan- 44. b> contrast. 
explicitly assigns responsibility to the ACP for the management. maintenance. use. and 
conservation of the water resources of the Panama Canal Watershed. Recognizing the inter- 
institutional and inter-disciplinary nature of integrated watershed rnanagemenr. the la\r requires 
the ACP to establish the Cornision Inter-lnstitucional para ta Cuenca Hidro~afico (CICH). 
whose purpose is to ". . .integate efforts. initiatives and resources to conserve and manage the 
watershed of the Panama canal and promote their sustainable use.. .". The CICH coordinates the 
policies and programs in the Panama Canal Watershed of eighr public and private institutions: 
the ACP. AXAM. MIDA. .4R1. the ministries of government. justice and housing. Fundacion 
Natura and Caritas Arquideocesana. Law 44 requires CICH to become self-financing after two 
years. In addition to CICH. the Division de Adrninisrracion hmbiental. Seccion de >lanemi@ dr 
Cuenca, which is implementing agroforestr!. and soil consenation in the Panama Canal 
Watershed. has become an increasingly prominent pan of the .4CP. 

In the early 1980's. the onl!. Panamanian em-ironmental NGO was the Asociac~on hacional dc 
Conservation (ANCON). established and financed by Panamanian industrial and con~mcrctal 
interests. who were concerned about the degradation of Panama's natural resources and 
environment. Durins the 1990's. however. the number of Panamanian en\.ironnienral M O ' s  
exploded. By 2002 there were over 400 registered environmental %GOs aithough. of these. 
perhaps 20 to 30 actually were operating at any one time. The environmenral SGOs. moreover. 
tended to h a ~ e  overlapping memberships. consisting of only a fen. family members. or hart  been 
formed to respond to specific opportunities for project financins. 

-4t present the Fundacion Natura has become Panama's most fhxmcially and insriturio~~ali> solid 
environmental NGO. Fundacion Xatura ivas founded in 1991. ivith t l x  assislai~cc of ~hr '  Saturt 
Conservancy and USXID. specific all^^ to administer the use of thc interesi produced by the 
Fondo Fiduciarlo de Consenwion (FIDECO,. which n-as to br. established tvith hl.AREN.4. 
GOP and TNC funds. I t  is permrtted to utilize 10 percent of the interest earned on FIDECO'z 
investments for its own administration. It has. therefore. a reliabic source of funding u&-ailablc 
to other environmental NCiOs. Fundacion Natura has. moreover. benttired from 11s close links ro 
the Nature Consen-ancy. which enable i r  to access addirional fundins and technical assis~ancs. 

Other well-established Panamanian en\.ironmental NCiOs are SONDEAR. former Tcchnosewc. 
and the Centro hternatlonal para la Capacitaclon Ambiental (CIC.4). creawd in 1W9. which 
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provides training to Panamanian environmental NGOs. By contrast with the ~ r o w t h  of these tnro 

NGOs. by 2002. due to reduce financing and unclear goals. ANCON-s level of acti\.it>, has . b 

declined. 

Recently. the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) and the N;orld Bank have financed 
activities that are complementary to MARENA. An IADB loan for VSS17.5 million has 
financed the Prograrna Ambiental Nacional (PAN). which supports the institutional 
strengthening of ANAM. the development of the norms and regulations for en\%onmental 
management. and environmental infrastructure. such as sanitary systems, constructed by local 
eovernments. PAN also is financing studies on how ANAM can obtain financial resources for irs - 
operation from fees, concessions and services. The IADB has also financed the US588 million 
Darien Sustainable Development Program. The program includes the consrruction and 
improvement of the main road through the Darien, local institutional development. natural forest 
management, agricultural development and the construction of infrastructure in the Darien 
National Park. 

The World Bank has lent the GOP USS40 million for the implementation. through MIDA and 
NGO's, of the Programa de Manejo Sostenible de las Areas Rurales de la Cuenca Hidrogafica 
del Canal de Panama (MASAAR). MASAAR's purpose is to achieve greater convergence 
between actual land uses and the land uses required by Law 21. The World Bank has also lent 
the GOP USS8 million of the Panama Atlantic Mesoamerican Biological Corridor (CBMAP) 
Project. CBMAP finances land use planning. monitoring of environmental impacts and 
biological diversity, environmental communication. training in park management. and new park 
infrastructure. Through a conservation trust fimd similar to that established by MARENA. it also 
finances community micro-enterprises based on the commercial exploitation of biological 
resources. So far the fund has USS1.1 million in 79 subprojects. 

Two factors have reduced the prominence of the USAIDIPanarna envjronmenta1 and natural 
resource program. First. while USAID/Panama was once a major contributor to ANAM's 
budget, it is now a fairly small source of funds. especially when compared to the large World 
Bank and IDB loans. Moreover. USAIDJPanama's uncertain future during much of the last 
twenty years has affected the continuity and stability of its environment and natural resource 
program. Although the U.S. Congress provided USAID/Panama with $300 million in economic 
assistance in 199 1, bv 1995. overall USAID budget cuts caused USAID/Panama to be slated for 
closure by 1998. Although the influence of the U S .  Ambassador has so far succeeded in 
extending the date of closure of USAlD/Panama to 2006. uncertainty still remains as to the 
length of its continued involvement in support to the Panamanian environmental and natural 
resource sector. 

W 
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This section presents MAREK4.s goal and purpose staremenr. re~ieu-c irs budgcr statu5. 
summarizes related projects financed by other donors. compares the proposed \vith tnc actual 
project acti\ities and assesses the projecr's end-of-pro!ect status. 

A. SUMMARY OF MARENA 

On June 4. 1991. the USAXD Mission approved the MAREKA Pro-iect Agreement. XI.ARES.A 
was to be a '7-year effon to strengthen mREKARE's and cil-il society's abilit>- to protect and 
manage Panama's renewable natural resources. MARENA had three components: Panama Canal 
watershed: National Parks and Wildlands Management: and Institutionai Strensthening. -4 
natural forest management component was eliminated before the Project Agreement u-as signed. 

Originally MAREEu'A was national in scope. with an emphasis on the Panama Canal 11-atershrci. 
In 1993, however. MARENA activities were restricted entirely to the Panama Canal Watershed. 
with the exception of a portion of the projects financed by the FIDECO consenation trusr fund. 
The Xational Institute for Xatural Resources (FSRENARE) was the oripinal GOP counterpart. 
In 1998. ANAM replaced INRENARE as the government counterpart. The original Pro-jscr 
Action Completion Date (PACD) was in 1998. This date was extended several times and now is 
in 2006. For administrative reasons. this PACD has no1 been changed but. in fact. 
USAID/Panama ended MARENA as of December 3 1.3002. 

MARENA's goai was to promote sustained economic and social development. Its purpose was 
to protect and manase Panama's renewable natural resources. n i t h  panicuhr emphasis on thc 
Canal Miarershed. 

bnder the Project Agreement. the total cost of MAARENA Lvas S41 , I  74.000. Thc CS.4ID'Pananm 
contribution was ro be S18.000.000. Panama \\*as to finance S7.7.134.719.00, including a 
contribution of S 15.000.000 to a consemarion trust fund. TNC was to pro\-idc S1.WO.00Il IO the 
conservation trust fund. 

In fact. USAID'Panama has obligated S23.254.486 with M.4RES.A. S5.2il.JSh morc than 
initially planned. As of December 31. 2002. M.4REX.A.s net accrued rspendirurc~ ncrc 
S22.643.271 and its unliquida~ed pipeline was $6 1 I .I 15. Table 1 sumnmizeb US.4ID Panama 
financing for MAREKA as of December 3 1.2001. 
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TABLE 3 

MARENA PROJECT Financial Status as of December 31.2002 (vSS) 

The GOP and the TNC contributions to the MARENA Project Budget remained unchanged. so 
the total project budget is now $46.428,486. Before 1998. INRENARE contributed a share of 
MARENA's budget. AN.4M.s absorption of INRENARE in 1998. however. added to reductions 
in the USAID/Panama staff. and complicated tracking of MARENA's counterpart funding. As a 
result, the counterpart contribution to MARENA no longer is clear. 

Fiscal \ ear 

1991 
I992 

B. ANALYTICAL ASSESSMENT OF MARENA PROJECT COMPONENTS 

COMPONENT 1: PANAMA CANAL WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

Amount Obligated 

10.000.000 
3.000.000 

Component Purpose Statement 

The purposes of this component were: (1 ) to assist INRENARE in developing land use policies, 
prepare integrated watershed management plans. and to coordinate and oversee collaborative 
programs of the public and private sector in the PCW: (2) to enhance INRENARE's capacity to 
assess and monitor the' environmental impacts of ongoing or proposed natural resource 
development actions; and ( 3 )  to develop and install administrative and financial management 
systems in INRENARE to improve its management of national parks and equivalent reserves. 
USAID support for this component initially was for S1.875.000 and through amendments, the 
total increased to S3.937.000. 

her Accrued 
Expenditures 

10.000.000 
3.000.000 

1993 
1993 
1996 

Assessment of Programmed A ctivities 

Pipeline Llnliquidated 
Balance 

O 
0 

2.000.000 
999.361 

1.205.353 

2.000.000 
1.000.000 
1.77.553 

The Panama Canal Watershed Management component had three activiries. Interagency 
Coordination and Planning. Land Use Classification. and Institutional Strengthening. 

0 
63 6 

52.  199 

The Interagency Coordination and Planning Activity was intended to support an Interagency 
Technical Committee of the Canal Watershed. which would prepare an integrated management 
plan for the Panama Canal Watershed. Under a PASA Agreement. U S .  Bureau of Land 

6X 

265 
11.103 

29-7.867 
242.076 

61 1.21 5 

1997 
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742.44': 742,379 I 
799.735 

1 S47.796 
1.151.133 
1.197.510 

22,643,271 

1998 I 800.000 
1999 
2000 
200 1 

Project Total 

1 S69.900 
1.445.000 
1.439.586 

23.254.486 
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process of participatory. inter-institutional planning for the Panama Canal iyaiershrd. Throqh  
this process. Panamanian professionals. representing a wide range of private and pubit; 
institutions. prepared the document La Cuenca Hidrogafica del Canal ds Panama: Prioridaacs L 

Acciones Recomendadas para su Maneio Internal. dated February 1995. and became more 
cognizant of hotv the concepts and practices of integrated. inrer-institurional. panicipato~ 
watershed planning could conrribute to the effectiveness of the managemmi o i  the Pananla 
Canal IVatershed. 

AIthoqh hTREKARE coordinated this planning process. neither it. nor its successor. ASA3I. 
became the coordinarin,o agency for the management of the Panama Canal Uaitershed. as 
foreseen in the MARENA projecr design. On the one hand. in 1998 when .AXXhl replaced 
INRENARE. it assumed a wider range of responsibilities. without a commensurate increase tn irs 
budzet or staff. Therefore. although it did have a legal mandate to coordinate nattonally the 
management of natural resources. including watershed management: ASAM did nor hai.r 
sufficient staff or financial resources to hlfill this responsibility in the Panama Canal 1Yarershed. 
much less elsewhere. 

On the other hand. the 1997 Law 19 specifically assigned the Panama Canal Authorit!- (ACP) 
specific responsibilir~. for interagency coordination in the Panama Canal Watershed. through the 
estabIishment of the Comite h e r  Institucional para la Cuenca Hidrografica ICICH). CICW. with 
considerable financial backing of the ACP and international institutions- inchdins 
USAIDiPanama. assumed the coordinating role for planning and implementing the manasemem 
of the Panama Canal Watershed. Thus ANAM. as a member of CICH. conrribute?; to. but does 
not coordinate. activities to protect and manage the Panama Canal Watershed. 

The Land Use CIassification Activic was to improve INREXXRE's capabilities for land use 
classification. especially lvithin the Panama Canal Watershed. and for environrnenral impact 
assessment of actions. such as road building. occurring near to narional prowred areas. 
MARENA did provide INRENARE staff with GIs training and equipment. The .\R1 and ACP. 
however. with access to more technical and financial resources, ha\.s developed stronger land 
classification capabiliries within the Panama Canal Watershed than has .\SAM. I n  order lo 
guide the developmenr siratepies for the former Canal Zone. ARI, for rsamplc. commissioned 
The General Plan for Conservation of the Panama Canal Watershed. This plan fonned thc' basis 
for approval of Law 21. which is the legal basis for future land use within the tbmw Canal 
Zone. MARENA fimds hai.e financed the prepararion of a syslem of nmnjtorin: for thc Pananxt 
Canal Watershed. carried out b\- STRI-XNAM-L;S.~ID and subsequcnil~~ by thc Louis Bcrgx 
Group. Althou~h coordinated with .41\1:.4hd. the ACP has been more closely inwlvcd w i ~ h  thesc 
studies. As a result of these studies. both ARi and ACP have added ro their sraturc as technic all^ 
competent institutions. 

By the time that A S . 4 M  absorbed I S R E X A R  E. M . A R E 3  A had nor ye1 provided signi ficani 
support for strengthening its environmental impac~ assessmen1 capabilities for dsvelopmenr 
activities in or near protected areas. XXXh4's legal responsibilit~es included i lx  approval of 
environmental impact assessments. nor just in and close 10 protected artas. bul throughout 
Panama. MAREXX did not. so far as the evaluarion team could ascer~ain. pro\-idz technical 
assistance or training uirh the purpose of strengrheninz AX AM'S capabilities to preparc, approve 
or supervise en\.ironmental assessments. The Progama Ambienrai Sacional Projcct IP.43 I .  
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however. financed by a loan from the IADB. has done so. In the field. many s i p s  indicate that 
. 

ANAM has granted its approval to environmental assessments for development projects. such as tiaa 

hotels and reforestation programs. indicating that the approval of environmental assessments has 
become a regular part of ANAM's activities. The evaluation team. however. lacked sufficien~ 
time to evaluate thoroughly AKAM's environmental assessment capabilities. 

The Institutional Strengthening Activity was to improve NREKARE's capability for 
managing the national system of protected areas (SWAP) by reformulating its administrative. 
personnel, financial management and accounting and management sysrems and procedures. 
MARENA was to provide INRENARE with a plan for its institutional development. including 
descriptions of staff positions. an organizational, manual and improved financial management. 
accounting, and procurement procedures. With MARENA financing. Price Waterhouse. the 
Carana Corporation. and Lic, Generoso Nicolas did prepare these systems and procedures. 
When ANAM absorbed INRENARE. however. it did not adopt these nascent administrative 
systems and practices. Rather. ANAM is restructuring itself administratively utilizing funds 
from the IADB PAN loan. To assess the details or effectiveness of this instirutional 
strengthening activity falls outside of the scope of the present evaluation. 

Table 4 compares MARENA's proposed and actual activities in its Component I .  Panama Canal 
Watershed. 

TABLE 4 
Component 1: Panama Canal Watershed. Summary of Proposed. Actual and Need Activities. 1991-2002 

Future heeds 

A N  A M  technical capacity developed 
for tntegrated watershed management. 

Proposed Activities 

[NRENARI coordinaring PCU. 
Technical Committee 
functioning 

I assess land use impacts. I environmental impact assessment ( assesstnent and effkctiveness of 

Status of Activity, 2003 

ClCH created with AN AM as a 
member. 

I 
regulated by INRENARE 

INRENARE with capacity to 

1 1 and regulation. \ application of mitigation measure\ 

PCH. zoned and resource use I ANAM workinr on land use ( Improved ANAM eft'ecr~veness ~n 

I 1 improved. 
INRENARE with managemeni I Management systems developed ( Effective upp1tc;ltion ot'nr~t. 

- 
zoning and regulation of resource 
use. 

ANAM operating system of 

working with local yovernnlents to 
apply land use zoning and regula~ion 
of resource use. 
Quality 01' ANAM's en\.ironmental 

Source: Evaluation team based an interv~ews. observations and documenrs 

systems developed and itilized. for INRENARE but not utilized 
by ANAM. 

management systems being developed 
Ibr  ANAM.  



COMPONENT 2:  YATIONAL P A W S  AND WILDLANDS 

Component Purpose Sraremenr 

The objective of this componenr was to c0nsen.e the biolosical dix.ersity of Panama througi~ thc 
protection and management of national protected areas. Its purposes ti-ere to c l r pro~idc. 
adequate on-site protection for national parks and reserves that contain significanz scoiopical 
systems and provide downstream watershed and other environmental benefits: and ( 2 )  ibsntif!. 
protect and manage endansered ecosystems. natural communities and species. LS.4ID supporr 
for this component was initially S5.5 million. Through amendments. financial suppon fbr thi> 
component increased to 55.4 million. 

Assessment of Programmed Activiries 

The National Parks and Wildlands Management Component had four activities: Parks and 
Reserves Protection. Park System and Reserve Personnel. Parks Resemes Manapnent. and 
Policy and Planning. 

The Parks and Reserves Protection Activity was to suppon eleven national parks and three 
reserves throughout Panama. focusing on those areas where population pressure and resource 
degradation were the most severe. The possibility existed that the initial list of 1 i parks and 3 
reserves to receive project assistance could be expanded to include additional area?;. - In 1997, 
however. its activities were restricted to the 6 narional prorected areas within or borderin_c the 
PCW: Soberania. Altos de Campana. C h a ~ e s  and Camino de Cruces. lake Gatun Recreational 
Area and the San Lorenzo Protected Area. USAID selected these areas. upon instmctions from 
washingon. D.C.. not on the basis of population pressure or severe resource de-gradation. bur 
because they were within the Panama Canal Watershed. Nonetheless. it is iruc that within the 
Inter Isthmus Corridor, population ~ o w t h  is faster than anywhere else in Panama. and represents 
a threat to some pans of these protected areas. 

The Parks and Resewes Protection .4ctivit>- was to prepare managemenr plans for the t.l parks 
and 3 reserves which lacked them. MXRENA did finance planning documents for prorected 
areas. Technical advisors. who were provided throuzh a Participating Service .Agreemen( 
(PASA) with the U S .  Xationai Park Senlice. assisted INREkARE and then .AX.\h.I to preparr 
two types of plannins documents: action plans and management plans. 111 199-3. .4ction Plan?; 
were prepared for C h a p s ,  Caminos dr: Cruces and Campana liationaf Parks. I n  IclYJ 
Management Plans were prepared for Chagres Xational Park. Lake Gatun Recreationai Area and 
Soberania National Park. Through another PASA A_rreement with Ihe C.S. Forest Sen-~cc, 
MARENA assisted ANAM to prepare. in 1999 and 2000. tourism plans for the San Lorenzo 
Protected Area and the Lake Gatun Recreational Area. 

In all. MARESA financed the preparation of 1-3 plans. two more than specified in the Pro!scl 
Agreement. However. o n l ~  three. rather than six of the plans. were the completc manaserneni 
plans mentioned in the Project Agreement. and they were prepared only for protected areas 
within the Panama Canal U'a~ershed. Table 5 summarizes the t>pes. preparcs and dates of the 

'The parks w r r  Soptranls. C ilsgrr.. . Ilsr~u:. Lr ;\mr>taJ. U;laumcnmo~. \'cllcm f33m. .41fu, dc C srnpltna. I'arlci ireit~.  i : < 6 - x .  c m >  Ilt~:s-  

< -oh .  Sanpua and !hi. rr.wr\c,> \rcri. 1h T;lhog;. Itla I ~ u a n z  and I'ato firm 
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park plans that were prepared with MARENA financing and technical assistance from 1992 ro 
2002. 

TABLE I 
Plans Prepared for Protected Areas with MARENA Project Financing. 1992-2002 

Source: Evaluation team based on USAIDPanama files. 

Year 
1993 

) 

The Action Plans proved to be the most effective of these plans. They provided technical 
justifications for urgent park management actions. thus permitting MARENA to precede with 
park boundary delimitation, infrastructure construction and equipment purchases. These actions 
increased the presence of INREKARE in the PCW national parks. leading to their increased 
protection. The Management Plans. by contrast. took a long time to prepare and to be officially 
approved. Those plans recommended park budget and personnel levels that neither MARENA 
nor the governmenr of Panama were willing to finance. The Tourism Plans did provide useful 
~uidance to park staff for managing tourists and providing interpretation. Field observations. 
L. 

however. indicate that only a few recommendations of the Tourism Plans have been 
implemented. 

Protected Area 

Chacres hational Park 

Type of Plan 

Act~on Plan 

Under the Parks and Reserves Protection Activity. MARENA was to use $3.2 19.000. the largest 
single item in its budget. to finance infrastructure for each of the 13 parks and reserves included 
in the Project Agreement. "Infrastructure" included the survey and posting of the boundaries of 
the protected areas, the marking of trails and the construction of basic infrastructure. "Basic 
infrastructure" included administration offices. back country stations. maintenance buildinss. 
staff residences. guard shelters. entrance booths. gates. docks and interpretation centers. fences. 
gates, signs and tourist facilities. In April 19% USATD/Panama and INRENARE agreed to give 
priority to infrastructure in protected areas within the Panama Canal Watershed. including the 
two new protected areas that had been established after the 1991 grant agreement and were 
included in the project: Camino de Cruces National Park and Ciatun Recreational Area. As a 
consequence, financing for infrastructure for protected areas outside of the Panama Canal 
Watershed was eliminated from the National Parks and Wildlands Component of MARENA, 
although it continued to be financed under Component 3. the Conservation Trust Fund. 

P ASG 

USNPS 
I993 
1994 
1994 
1994 
1994 

The infrastructure constructed with MARENA funds made i t  possible for the national 
government to establish its presence in the protected areas of the Panama Canal Watershed 
during a period when their terrirorial and ecological integrity was severely threatened. During 

The L:SAID/Panama .\lanagenrenr of !Vorural Resources 14 April 21. 2003 
Project (MARE!tA): .-in Evaluation Report 

Altos de Campana harional Park 1 Act~on Pian I L'SNPS 
USNPS 
USNPS 
USNPS 
USNPS 
liSNPS 
USFS 
USFS 
USFS 
USFS 
USFS 
USFS 

Camino de Cruces National Park 1 Acrjon Plan 
Chagres hational Park 
Altos de Campana 
Lake Garun Recreation Area 

Management Plan 
Tourism Pian - Engineering 
Tourism - Signs 
Tourism - image 
Tourism - Acceptable Change 
Tourism - RecreatiodScener)' 
Tourism - Site Planning 

1994 
2000 
2000 
200 1 
200 1 
200 1 
200 1 

Master Plan 
Management Pian 
Management Plan 

Soberania National Park 
Soberania National Park 
Soberania National Park 
San Lorenzo Protected Area 
San Lorenzo Protected Area 
San Lorenzo Protected Area 
San Lorenzo Protected Area 



Derelopment Associates. Inc. 

the 1990's the protected area in the former Canal Zone reverted from control D!- the CnwC 
States to con~rol of the national government of Panama. A s  this occurred. many intercs~ groups 
exerted pressure to obtain control over land within the former Canal Zone. including parts of 11s 
protected areas. Government ministries eyed the protected areas as potential sites foi housm_r 
proiects or for nem. roads. Agricultural communiries localed along the boundarlez of tiw 
protected areas perceh-ed them as potential areas for expansion of their agriculturai actil irics or 
as sources of wild same. Private businesses examined the possibility of entering protected area> 
to set up tourism businesses and mining operarions. 

The visible presence of the national government provided by the basic infrastructure. such as 
buildings and signs. helped to maintain the inre-grit!. of these protected areas. The infrastmcture 
also made more efficient and effective the work of the sraff'assiped to the protected areas. Fkid 
inspections of the buildings constructed with MARENA funds. under this component in the 
Panama Canal Watershed. indicated that most of them were well-designed for their functions and 
were being utilized. In general. therefore. the infrastructure activity made a solid. ions-tern1 
contribution to the protection and management of the Panama Canal CYatershed-s protected 
areas. 

The infrastructure. however. could have been more effective. Perhaps its weakest poinr was the 
location of the most expensive and important buildings. the cluster formed by administrative 
headquarters or sub-headquarters. and associated interpretation centers. park guard quarters and 
vehicle repair shops. The administrative headquaners of the Chagres National Park u-as located 
at the end of a remote. two-krn long. dead-end road. The only visitors to the interpretation center 
were groups of school children. The large groups of mostly foreign tourisls who visit indigenous 
communities within the park. by boat on Lake Alhajueia. did nor go by. much less stop at. the 
administrative headquarters or at the interpretation center. bnfonunatriy. the sub-headquaner 
building was located 1.5 krn from Puerto Carotu. where the tourists transfer from buses to boats. 
The buses. therefore. go past the subheadquarcers withour stopping. and the park stafi' finds it 
difficult to knou- who and how many people were entering the park. much less control these 
visitors. Many visitors to the park did not bother to stop at the administrative headquarters or ai 

the Agencia -4lhajuela to pay the admission fee. The Park Director had ro shuttle betwen rhc 
administrative headquarters. which fe\v people visited. and the Agencia Alhu!usla. \there most 
activity occuned. consuming gasoline and wastins time. Each time the park staff needed to use 
its boat on Lake Alhuejal. it  had to load the boa1 on a trailer and transport i t  1.5 k m  to the lake. 
Without a buildins at the lake landins. the park staff coufd nor o\ersse the visitors lo h e  park or 
control the accumulation of trash. 

Similarly, in th: Soberania biational Park. the Agencia Verapuena \vas placed direct]! on thc 
ali-ment of the future Corredor hone. The government has prorntsed io indenmie thc park for 
its destruction. But the effort put into that building uill be lost and. ~s.hile thc building is 
reconstructed elsewhere. that access point to the park. uiilized by illegal hunrers. will be less 
controlled. in the Camino de Cruces National Park. irs administrari~c headquarters. is located 
next to a dump of chemicals from the former L.S. .4rm>. Tropical Test Center. These chcmioals 
may be dangerous to the employees of the park and to park visitors. Also. i t  is located several 
km from the turn-off from the main road. Consequently. the park staff cannol control the 
entrance of the garbage trucks that transit the park to the municipal landfill on the other side. 
The result is that the road that crosses the Camino de Cruces Kational Park is lit~ersd \\-ith trash. 
The administrarive headquarters of the A itos de Campana. is not only localed about 1 rl0 meters 
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back from the entrance road, but is placed on a hill that is exposed to very strong winds. Due ro 
this location. the park administratiire staff does nor utilize the building. The sub-headquarters of 
the .41tos de Camapana hational Park. near Trinidad Alto. is simply located next to the road. Its 
location bears no obvious relationship to a point of access to the park. as it would have if. for 
example, it had been located within the village of Trinidad Alto itself. 

The construction of these buildings utilized a high percentage of MARENA's funds. I t  is 
unfortunate. therefore. that more careful thousht was nor given to placing them on sites that 
would allow them to be utilized for maximum efficienq- and of the lowest operational costs. 
Given the extremely reduced budgets for the operation of the protected areas. the!' must not incur 
unnecessary expenses and should utilize their limited staff with maximum efficienq.. In some 
case. the location of the administrative headquarters and sub-headquarters has undermined the 
park's efficiency this and would has increased its costs; not have occurred, had other sites been 
selected. 

Besides buildings, the other large part of the infrastructure component was the delimitation and 
posting of park boundaries. MARENA. as far as the evaluation team could determine. appears to 
have achieved the delimitation of all boundaries of the protected areas within the Panama Canal 
Watershed, marking them with permanent monuments set by surveying crews. This delimitation 
is a major achievement of MARENA. MARENA also financed the posting of the park 
boundaries with plastic signs. Such s i p s  are in themselves evidence of a povenlment presence. 
presumably intended to discourage illegal actions within the park boundaries. B! 2003. 
however. the boundar? signs required renovation. first because they referred to INRENARE 
rather than to ANAM and. second. because many of them have deteriorated or have been stolen. 
The evaluation team was unable to make an evaluation of the quality of the signs themselves in 
comparison with other potential types of signs that might have been available. It can. therefore. 
only note. that the posting of boundaries is an essential part of park management and one that 
directly reflects the capacity and power of the park administration. If  intruders noticed that park 
boundaries have not been posted or that the signs were in poor condition. they were likely to 
assume that the park administration iacked sufficient funds to exert effective control over the 
park territory. This was not. presumably. a message that the park administration wished to 
convey. especially to those who might be contemplating illegal activities within the park's 
boundaries. 

Under the Parks and Reserves Protection Activity. MARENA was to equip the protected areas 
with office equipment. field clothes and boots and with vehicles. including four wheel drive 
pick-up trucks. motorcycles. boats and outboard motors. Field interviews with park staff and 
observations of the equipment available indicated that MARENA did provide this equipn~ent and 
vehicles. Park staff praised the high-quality of most of the equipment that had been provided, 
especially the V.S. Army boots and clothing. They compared the US. made outboard motors, 
disfavorably with the more rugged Japanese outboards motors that are commonly utilized in 
Panama. As the orisinal equipment purchased by MARENA has worn oul. i t  has been replaced 
with equipment of poorer quality. The park guards uniformly, for example. denounced the poor 
quality of the boots and clothing which is currently being provided to them. financed by funds 
from the FIDECO trust fund. Although seemingly a minor difficulty, the provision of unsuitable 
field equipment can seriously reduce the efficiency of the field staff of the protected areas as well 
as their moral. MARENA made purchases of vehicles. including pick-up trucks and rnotorcycles 
mostly in 1996. These vehicles by 2901 were. of course. breaking down frequently and were 
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expensive to repair and operate. There is no systematic process for replacing then~ espsdn~ousl>. 
although FIDECO funds have occasion all^^ financed the purchase of ne\s vehicles. See Table r 
below: 

TABLE b 
Condition of Buildings. Personal \umbers. Vehicle Condition and Status of Park Boundarie? 

in the Protected Areas of the Panama Canal Watershed. Februar? 2003 

Vehicle Condition 

Source: Prepared by evaluation ream bascd on ~nten.ie\vs with park dlrector5 

tinder the Park System and Reserve Personnel Activic, the Govemmmr of Panama was to 
create and fill 280 additional staff positions. A final deteminarion of the number. specific 
location and types of additional staff positions required by IKRES.4RE in thc national park5 
system was to be made during Project implernentarion. The additional staff positions required in 
the protected areas of the Panama Canal Watershed were determined in their nianagsrncnt plans. 
The total park staff recommended b~ these management plans for the protected areas within the 
Panama Canal k'arershed was 120. At present. however- the total staff of thc Panama Canal 
Watershed protected areas is only 33. 

The difference in staff numbers is perhaps lar_rel>- due to budge1 rtsrrictions. But therc arc o ~ k r  
factors. The protected areas fall under the administrative control of thc Rcgiond .+N.-!hl 
administrators: the!. fiequentl!. assign park staff to orher [asks and responsibilirie>. Same park 
staff have simply resigned. due to financiall!. more attractive alrcrnati\-es such ah. for exampit.. 
guards positions in the Barro Colorado lsland 3atural Monuments. \%*here. thc nionthi!- salary is 

onrnent in $800 per month rather than 5300 per month. Other park staff has requested reassi, 
work sites that were closer to their homes in urban areas. leaving rhc protected areas closer 10 

Panama City, for example. with many more park guards than the protcc~ed areas funher awa!-. 

The result of these staffing problems is that the distriburion of prorected area pcrsonncl bears 
little relationship to the size of the protected area. Camino dc las Cruces Sational Park. with an 
area of 4.000 ha. has a staff of 6: Altos de Carnapana National Park n-ith an area of f 3 i h  ha has 
a staff of 9: Soberania %arional Park ivith an area of 22.929 ha has a slaff of 1 1. >leanwhile the 
Chages National Park. nit11 an area of 129.h00 ha. has a staff of on]!- 17. The intcnrion of thc 
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Park System and Reserve Personnel Activity. in sum. has not been fulfilled: current sraff le\.els. 
as in 1991. are inadequate and the location of the existing staff does not correspond entirely to , 

park requirements. 

Under the Park System and Reserve Personnel Activity. MAREX.4 was to finance in-countn 
training for national park system personnel in park management and protection. In 1998 CATIE 
provided such training for 150 park p a r d s  and in 2002. RCE trained 50 park guards. Based on 
the documentation and a few interviews with park guards. both training courses were apparently 
useful. Rapid turnover of park personnel. however. has limited the long-term benefits of this 
training for park protection. 

The Policy and Planning Activity was to assist WRENARE to complete the drafting of a 
National Parks and Equivalent Reserves Law and in to develop policies and plans for its 
implementation. The law was to define the criteria for classifying each type of reserve and was 
to set standards for their use. as well as to define private land conservation mechanism. Chapter 
I1 of the 1998 National Environment Law refers to protected areas and biological diversity. 
Article 66 creates the National Sysrern of Protected Areas (SNAP). under the regulation of 
ANAM. Subsequently a regulation for the protected areas has been prepared that defines the 
different types of protected areas. The evaluation team, however. could identify no specific 
support in the MARENA project files related to the preparation and approval of Law 4 1 .  

Table 7 compares MARENA's proposed and actual activities in its Component 2. National Park 
and Wildlands Management Component. 

TABLE 7 
Status of MARENA's Proposed Activities under the \ational Park and Wildlands 

hlanagement Component from 1991 to 2002 

I Activities Proposed in 1991 I Status of Actions in 2002 I 
and 

I 

Management plans prepared for 14 protected areas 1 Preparation of 13 park planning documents. 

Boundaries of 13 protected areas marked/posted 

Construction of park structures 

Boundaries of 5 parks marked. 

Construction & equipment in 5 parks. 
L 

Park System 8: Reserve Personnel 

34 administrators and 190 ranges trained in park 
managemenuprorection 

Parks & Reserves Management 
Baseiine data on I4 protected areas in computer data 

L I 1 

Source: Prepared by e\alusr~on team based on prolect agreement. USAID fites and interviews, Februar? 2003. 

Training of 100 park staff, 

No baseline dat:~ i n  data base. 
base 
Areas resurveved afrer .3 vears to analyze trends 
Training in CDC technique5 
( 

Draft National Parks Lam 

Define private conserva~ion mechanisms 

Analyze & change park ~lassif~ccations 
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No areas resurveyed. 
INRENARE staff trained in (iIS. 

Law 4 i rncludes arrtcle on nilc~nnal system of protected 
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Assistance to I N K E N A R E  for preparation of 1992 Ley 
24 Incentives fbr Retorestation. 
Classification included ~n Lais. 4 I .  
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REVIEW OF COMPONEXT 3: CONSERF-ATION FOUNDAT103 

Component Purpose Statemerit 

The purposes of this component were to: I ) endow a Consen.ation Foundanon (X..I\TCR-Ai u - l t i ~  

a permanent source of funding in the form of a Consemation Trust Fund whose income \vouki 
finance the activities of both public and private organizations and 2 )  strengthen the institutionai 
capacit~. of the Foundation to manage the Trust Fund as ~wll as assisr local SGOs and rursl 
communities to carry out sustainable ayriculture. environmental education. and reforestatiot~ 
programs. The Project Agreement originally provided S9.350.000 to this componeni. This 
amount was later reduced in order to support a reforestation acrisity. Under the ]as1 amendment. 
the revised final total life of the project budget was S8.859.000. 

Summary Statement of Programmed Activities 

In order to accomplish the Component's purposes. the two major activities to be carried out h! 
the Fundacion NATURA were: 1 )  foundation creation and 2) local XGO development. 
Regarding the foundation hnd.  termed FIDECO (Fideicomiso Ecologico). this lvas a Panama 
first effort to create a permanent support mechanism to directly promore consen.ation. 
development, and educational activities at the local level. For FIDECO. NATURA was to 
organize a high-level board of trustees comprised of members from the public and private sector 
and to staff a small team to do fund management and supen.ision. FIDECO was also to bc 
assisted by a volunteer technical committee of respected experts. In addition. FIDECO formed 
another Panama first through its proixion of annual financial assistance to national parks and 
protected areas maintenance. operations. and protection costs. As originally proposed under this 
'.debt swap" endowment. TNC was to utilize S10 million to purchase GOP commerc~al debt: 
USAID was to contribute S8 million to the swap: the L.S. and YGOS ivould conlribure SZ 
million. and the GOP was to exchange debt for neiv C onsen.ation Bonds a1 approsimarel? S-0 
million in value. Based on the original estimates. an annual a fund of S2.5 million for -70 year3 
was to be provided. 

For the second component. selected local NGOs were LO receive technical assistanct. and rraininc 
to among other activities, assist them in applying for and managing the fund's projecls. Special 
attention was placed on promotin_c sub projects for sustainable apiculture. en\-ironmcntal 
education. and reforestarion. 

Activity Assessment 

Initially. considerable time was required 10 formalize FIDECO. The debt svap'?; original prernisr. 
and arrangements did not prove viable and after considerable effons. in late 199-4. the direct 
capitalization of a trust fund was chosen. This required the GOP to cuntribuw S l 5  million. T N '  
was to serve as the Trustee to contribute S2 million. and L'SAID. SS million. Apan from this 
delay. during this early period much \vas learned regarding the special work required lo develop 
and approve good projects. U'hilr NXTURA was developing rhe optrational s ~ s h x t ~ s .  
considerable local- lei.el promotion and preparation time ivas requircd. because. a3 one 1eadt.r . . 
stated. "bio-diversity consenation is difficult in poor areas. 
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FIDECO was launched in 1996 and the first sub-projects were approved Jul?. 1997. Since then 
and to June 2002. NATURA has approved 70 projects and a similar number of projects are under 
study. The approved projects total S3.373.525. The detailed listing is provided in Artachmen~ 
6. Over the years. the programmatic areas have changed. based on donor guidance. Table S. 
reflects the portfolio distribution under current programmatic areas with "agroforest! and 
sustainable forest management" employing 70 percent of the FIDECO fund. 

TABLE 8 
Programmatic Distribution. Percentages and Dollar Amounts of FIDECO Grants. July 1997 to June 2002 

Source: Evaluation team based on data from Fundacion Natura. 

FIDECO's other main function is to provide 50 percent of its yearly funding to support the 
national parks and protected areas. Over the years. this has become an increasingly difficult and 
sensitive matter. Tensions are increasing. due to declining GOP budgetary support to AKAM, an 
increased number of parks to serve. and the decline in value of the investment portfolio. I t  should 
be noted that the original income levels of S2.5 million were never achieved. and over the last 
year, incomes dipped to S 1 .S million and $1.5 million respectively. Table 9 presents the funding 
Ieveis and percentage breakdowns trends. The most sensitive fund management issue relates to 
the trend toward increased "operations'' support to the large levels for current casts. such as 
gasoline and meals. 

TABLE 9 
FIDECO Investments According to Programmatic Area and 'I'ear 

Amount WSS) 

2.376.560.52 

545,413.0-3 

1 05.400.00 

163.175.00 

1 g2.977.00 

3.373.525.55 

Percentage of Total 
Projects 

7 1 

17 

7 

3 

6 

100 

Programmatic 
Area 

A_eroforestry and 
sustainable forest 
management 
Protection and 
Conservation of 
Biological Diversity 
Prevention of 
Poilution 
Management of 
Protected Areas 
Ecotourisrn 

Total 

-- 

Source: Triennial E~,aiustton of thr Ecologicai Trust Fund of Panama (FIDECO). Final Report. 2001 

Percentage (USS) 

70 

1 t> 

1 

5 

- 
h 

100 

No of Projects 
Approved 

50 

12 

'? - 

2 

4 

70 
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The NATUR4's NGO support role. the organization also helped strengthen the institutionai an3 
technical capacities of various NGOs and related groups. in 1998. N.4TL:RA esrablisiied a1; 
Institutional Strengthening Program. xhich focused specifically on sustainable reneu+abic 
resource managemenr. The Program has benefitted more than 2.000 people from 450 
organizations. 

Schematic Status Report 

TABLE 10 
Summary of MARENA Proposed and Accomplished Activities in Conservation Foundation 

Concluding Observations Related to Current and Future .iYeeds 

%I.IAENA Project "Out Put - Activities I Actions t-ndertaiien 

The team was pro\.ided with the comprehensive managemenr review and financial analysis of rile 
FIDECO project to include stakeholder sunzeFs. This was completed in June 2001. and rht. niost 
significant recommendations appear ro have been addressed. Opponunities \yere laken to \-isit a 
small number of FIDECO sub projects and to meet with benefactors. Tht. team conducted a brief 
survey of 13 project participants from Trinidad. and while senerally posirix-e responses {\.ere 
received. there is need for more systematic technical assistance and ohe r  scn.ice clsmcnts as 
noted (Refer to Attachment 61. 

NATURA board o f  directors. technical staff. and 
executive director In place 
Trust Fund is capitalized and Foundation ts disbursing 
for projects 
The clearing and degradarion of forest land is controlled 
and productivip increased. 
Total tree plantinp equivalent ro 6.000 has. will be 
established with 600.000 seedlings. 

50 sites in buffer zones and critical tvarersheds trees 
will be planed and sustainable farming practices 
adopted. 

In many meetings held during the evaluation with M.ARES.4 stakeholders. r\so obssn-ations 
were often shared: 1 )  the imponance of establishhg a permanent funding sourcc ro prov~uc 
initial responses addressins local environmental needs: and 2 )  the significant imp on an^ r d c  that 
FIDECO plays in stimulating a real public,private sector dialogue ronmd> a morc shared 
national concerns. 

Done and staffed by highly regarded personnel 

Fund was escabtished. albeit in difierent s ~ w n 1 .  u-htch 
is at full pace 
Land degradation has been some\vhat deialnecl but 
Foundation's special role not clear in this regard. 
Foundation NATURA I'acilitared over I .WHtO has. and 
.4RI over 12.000.has Numbers from other source:: 
unavailable. 
LVhile more than 50 FIDECO projects hale elrrnenls 
that meet this criteria. '-susta~nabilit!-'- ~n insria~trcmal 
and economic terms not yer occumng. 

NATURA has reflected on this increasingly positive esperienco and appears to be raking stock of 
its various activities. They have instituted a mid-term strare?\- cxercisc ro rcilccl ho\v besi to 
advance. Moreover. the NATUR.4 leadership recognizes that thcre is much niorc that must bc 
done to begin to generate greater impacts. Among the many initial ideas discussed is the need ra 
take stock of the special challenges associated \i.ith "susiaitiabilit!-'- in boih economic arid 
institutional terms. This forms a fundamental srructural hurdle complicated by thc pen.asi\.eness 
of the counrry's prevailing poven~-. a topic that is of considerable concern and under discussion. 

Source: Project Agreement and evaluation team. 
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This is a systematic stock taking review of accomplishments and needs. from which broader and 
more sustainable impacts will occur. 

MARENA Funding 

Table I 1 indicates that USAIDiPanama's is contribution to MrZRENh. as of December 3 1. 3002. 
was S23.254.486, including a pipeline of $61 1.21 5 .  The total project cost as of December 3 I . .  
2002, has been S46.5 million. 

TABLE 11 
MARENA PROJECT Financial Status Report. December 2002 (US$) 

Fiscal l'ear 

Source: USAlDiPanama Pro-iect Reports. 

3 993 
1994 
1996 

The GOP was to finance S7 million in counterpart financing for MARENA and contribute S 15 
million from a debt-for-nature swap to the FIDECO fund. The GOP furnished the agreed upon 
counterpart funds through 1998. until ANAM absorbed INRENARE. Then accounting for 
counterpart funds became unclear. The debt-for-nature swap proved infeasible. but the GOP 
donated US$15 million and the TNC contributed US$? million to the FIDECO fund. 

Obligations 

REVIEW OF CO.MPONENT 4: OTHER DIRECT COSTS 

1991 I 10.000.000 
1992 3.000.000 

This component served as the principal mechanism for providing basic support and management 
services and for an expanding number of MARENA project support activities. From the original 
agreement, $1 . I  million was provided for project rnanagemenl. evaluation and audit services. and 
inflation estimates. By the last project amendment. the revised final total for the con~ponent had 
increased to $5.27 million. 

Net Accrued 
Expenditures 

0 
636 

51.199 

2.000.000 
1.000.000 
1.257.553 

The principal expenditures under this component have been for staff project management support 
expenses estimated at over SI.7 million. the environmental communications and evolving 
umbrella support contracts with the Academy for International Development (AED) have been 
for over S3 million. and the NGO environmental education training activities with C ICA. 

Pipeline 

10.000.000 

68 
265 

11.104 
29-3.867 
242,076 

! 611.215 

I 

2.000.000 
999.364 

3.205.354 
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0 

742,379 
799.735 

1.547.796 
1.151.13.; 
1,197.5lO 

22,643.271 

1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
200 1 

Project Total 

3.000.000 1 0 

732.417 

800.000 
1.569.900 

1.445.000 

1.439.586 
23.254.486 
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C. OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED AND ACTEAL END OF PROJECT 
STATUS INDICATORS 

This schematic overview prolides a user-friendl!. "tracker" of hon- the initial indicators fared 
over this long period. While a good many of the indicators are sriil \-alid. and ir  is knher nored 
that many of the status indicators were in place when the original P.4CD was mel. Ho\.rr\-cr. 11; 

some cases due to major orsanizational adjustments associated with the Canal transfer or with 
the legislation that led to INREN.4RE's being absorbed by XXAM -- these indicators 
subsequently were not able to be at the precise ievel that was originally programmed. Budsetar! 
shortfalls over the recent years also have caused problems. as the original prcjscl purchased 
equipment became obsolete. hnetheless. the team notes with great satisfaction tha~  rhe indicator 
status. "encroachment in the reserves of the PCW has largely been halted.. .'. See Table 12 nest 
page. 

TABLE It 
Comparison of Planned and Actual End of Project Status. MARESX Projecr 

Planned End of Project Status 
Management of rhe Canal Watershed will be coordinated 
and supenised by IXRENXRE and implemented through 
collaborating governmenr agencles and %GO.*. 

Public lands wiin~n thc Panama Canal 1'-atershed will be 
protected. and private lands uill be zoned and soil 
consenation land use practtces introduced. 

.4 capability to penorrn env~ronmenrd assessments will be 
establ~shed in INRE\XRE. 

The boundar~el; of 1 1 nanond parks and thrcs reserves \u11 
be marked. Park staff\viii bc tramed. cqu~pped anu 
permanently starioncd In the parks and rescmes. 

A total of 9 park management plans will bc prepared and 
implemented along \nth 5 c\lmng mmagemcnr plan>. 
Encroachment by agr~culturc and orhcr mappropnatc land 
users {sic] in these r c scn t s  u i l l  br' halted. 

Private landholders and con>niunlt> groups In buffer area. 
surrounding parks and rcscn-cs n i l1  h a w  planted h.(HlO ha of 
trees for fuelwood and other local uses. and w l l  br' utrl~r~n_r 
sustainable amiculrurcri and tmprwrd grann?: prnct~cc-. 

The XXTGRA Conscnatton i-oundat~on u 111 he opcratlng 
with adequate Ion:-tern1 funding for pxk prorcctlon and 
susta~nsblc devclopmcnt In thc Ibnama C aria1 \\"tzr-ihscf. 
rural communities and buft'cr area\ n i rhc  kttlonal Park- 

Source: Project Agrccmenr &nu t \a inar~on 1c .n  

Actual End of Project Status 

Management of  rhe Canal Watershed km_p coora~nued b! 
the Inter lnstitutlonal Commission for ine M'atcrsncd 
KICH ). under the auspices oirhc. Panama Canal .+utnorrt! 
ANAM 15 onc member o f  the CICH. 

Publ~c lands \vithin the Panam3 Canal \\~sttlrsned arc 
prorecred escepl ior rhc forestlands on rht \\cst stdc nithe 
canal {Corridor of  the Arncr~c;l.;r. Pn\-arc lands h3\c no: 
been zoned. Some agroforcsrp pnctlcss ha\ i' 
tnttoduced but not wri conscmarion pnct~cc>. 

AN A X 1  has the capsbhty to appmvc or  d~sapprms. 
cnvironmcntal assessmcnr.; prcparcd and prcscnr~ir i.! 
consultants. 

Thr boundaries of  the ? protccrcd ares> In tfic Pananla C a u l  
iVatcnhed werc markcd bur rcqulrc rcrnsrhng. 3 W  park 
guards were tratncd but man: of  rhent no longcr ~ o r i  r ~ x  thi. 
park s e n x c .  Park stafr'\\as well equ~pp'CI bu! now \ h c l c -  
are broaktns down. Equ~pmcnt bou_rht with FIDECO runti, 
tcnds to be of poor  aualti? 3s cr c0.1 sav1ns ni~';1wrc 

.A total of.; managcmcni plans and I t )  orhcr plannmg 
documents \\ere prcparr'd. Tiic Act~on Plan. \ r~rc'  pmr.kil! 
~mplcnienred but onl! 3 t;.\\ d r h ~  p r o p ~ i t d  aitini> r n  r k  
manazsmcni plans and olhsr plan.; ha\< hhecn ~rnplem:ilted 
Encroachment In rhr rcicmc- ol'rhr I'('i\ ha- iargsly km 
haltcd but conllnub In other rcwnc.. 

Xo cornplctc hsr o ia l l  tnchu mat ha\c hcsn giank%i I- 
avadable. Thi. tcsm IS ;l\\arc ofl\RI-:. and FIDEC'O'I t 
eftbn.; and repon our. 

Fundmon \aturu opcrarc- t i x  FIDECU fund ~ h r c h  I- 

pr tn~ci~ng ahout UN.(HIII !r d ~ \  ~ J c d  cquall! krwccn park 
protcctlon and wslarnablc tic\ciopnii'nr in the Panmi+ C a n d  
it arcrshcd. rurzl colnniunitw and hufior crrca.. 
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RESPONSES TO THE SCOPE OF WORK QUESTIOSS 

This section discusses the questions presented in the SOR-. based on their consolidation inia four 
broader questions. 

I )  What was the degree of implementation and consistenq with rhe original orwall 
design. End-ofProject Status, and the Mission's current Panan ta Canal Il cIrershed 
SO? 

MARESA assisted Panama to establish a government presence in the protected areas of the 
PCW and thus to protect. for the most part. their ecological integrirx in the face of numerous 
threats. To a major degree. there was considerable consistency between the design intentions 
and what occurred. particularly during MARENA's first half of operations. Although due ro thc 
Canal transfer acti~ities and Law 41. INREKL'ARE did not become the principal coordinarins 
institution for the management of the PCW. it did lead the first effon to achieve such 
coordination and presently plays a role in the planning and coordination effans of the CICH. 
The lack of financial resources and the increasing decline in staff resources and technical 
jud-ments is beginnins to weaken ANAM's abilit\* to protect and manage the PC!{- prorrcted 
areas. as well as the rest of the national system of protected areas. MXRE?;.L\'s focus on the 
PC& protected areas has limited its contribution to the operation of the Sational System of' 
Protected Areas. 

2) What were MAREKA 's successes and problents. as perceived by public and private 
environmental sector and rrtral beneficiaries? 

Public institutions perceive that MAREK.4 provided the critical investmsnr and opr'rational 
funds. technical advice and training that enabled INRENARE. and then .AS.Abl. to rsrablish the 
~overnment's presence in the protected areas of the PCM'. and thus to limit the estenl of thc 
k 

conversion to other uses. At the field level. some park senice staff questioned tht pcmianenct. 
of MARENA's contribution to the establishment of functioning protected areas. since they no\\. 
personally perceive the deterioration of park infrastrucrure and equip men^. ro be due to the lack 
of financial resources. They do. howe\.er. recognize thar the FIDECO fund financial resources 
are presently a principal support for the operation of the prorected areas. 

Private sector environmental NGOs perceive MARENA as being successfiif in channeling funds. 
through FIDECO. to suppofi a variety of innova~ivs field projects that conibinc consen-ation and 
economic benefits in poor rural areas. The FiDECO fund has permitted man!- cnthusiasric and 
dedicated professionals throughout Panama to implemenr ncw aonscn-arion ideas. in 
collaboration with the people whose land use practices. due lo the lack of alternatives. ma!- causc 
the degradation of natural resources and the environmenl. both u-i~hin and outside of protected 
areas. The SGOs generally reg-et thar the prolect financing is for loo short a period and too 
little. thereby restricting their ability 10 follo\v up on their initial successeb or 1 0  improve on the 
basis of their mistakes. 
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The rural beneficiaries' perception of MARENA reflects their experience in participating in the 
FIDECO community and NGO pro-jects. The rural beneficiaries. who are often extremel!. 
perceptive even though they are not well educated or financially well off. believe that such 
projects ally them to institutions that can assist them to organize. to represent them beforc 
governmentaI institutions. to channel some immediate financial benefits into the community 
b 

direct payments for conservation work. and to increase the productivity of their agricultural 
enterprises through the introduction of new technologies. At the same time man!- are distressed 
regarding the GOP "control'. positions. which they believe do not convey adequate]!. their 
realities. do not reflect the increased challenges. and offer only limited discussion and program 
response. 

3) What were the major institutionaI attributes/constraints and external dvnamics that 
impacted and influenced project performance? 

The principal institutional attribute that influenced project performance involved the absorption 
of INRENARE into the broader institutional structure of ANAM. As a result of this insritmional 
change, MARENA project performance became dependent on the functioning of a new 
institution that was structured to respond to broader environmental responsibilities than those of 
INRENARE, while it lacked an adequate budget and was sometimes subject to political 
influences. For the protected areas in and outside of the PCW. the results of this institutional 
change were declining budgets and rapid personnel turnover. By 2002. this institutional change 
was beginning to reduce the ability of the park administrators to protect and manage effectively 
some of the protected areas in the PCW. thus putting at risk MARENA's investments in their 
infrastructure and personnel. 

4) What were the overall weaknesses/obstacles and saength/effectiveness of the 
program 's strategy and the implementing and coordination mechanism ? 

In retrospect, MARENA's principal strategic weakness was its over-reliance on public sector 
financing for the operation of the PCW protected areas. Through much of the project. the 
national government was frequently unable to provide the protected areas with sufficient 
financing to maintain them fully staffed and operationally functional. The emphasis of Law 41 
and its supportive provisions provided under IDB's PAN to enhance private sector linkages -- is 
timely. On the other hand. the FIDECO fund that MARENA created proved to be effective in 
maintaining the basic level of operations in the PCW and in other protected areas. By 2002. the 
protected areas. both in and outside of the PCW. unless they received external financing from 
international institutions, were depending mostly on FIDECO funds to finance their day-to-day 
operating and maintenance costs. other than personnel salaries. Thus. through FIDECO. 
MARENA established a long-term initial means for supporting the protection and management 
of the protected areas: the new challenge is to move more quickly in new support areas. 

W 
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The CICH. which nou- plays the pi\-otal institutional role in the coordinarion of PCU' \vatershec 
rnana_eemenz acrivities. must make PCW watershed management responsive to the economic and 
social impacts of such trends as the population explosion into the Inter lsthmus Corridor- and the 
American Free Trade Zone. A loan fiom the IADB is presently financing the dewioprnenr of' 
ANAM's administrative. personnef and financial systems and procedures 

Originall!. M.4REN.4 placed special emphasis on improving management. finance systems and 
operations. as well as technologies in order to generate field impacts. Toda?. hoivever. 
~overnmental agencies increasingly are given broader mandates. requiring different suppon 
b 

mechanisms while addressing multiple objectives. While a vital national contribut~on was 
performed fiom Law 41 and ANAM's enabling legislation. in the context of the special 
attentions required for Panama's fragile renewable resource base. there is the real potential for 
some activities to result in a diminution of impact and importance. This is due ro: 1)  the realities 
of leadership and management responsibilities over a much broader portfolio: 2 )  GOP budset 
realities in relation to portfolio responsibilities. and 31 the increased range of necessac- support 
activities surpass AKAM's current focus. Some of the critical areas needing artenrion rerate to 
park concession srrategies. forest and wood products management policies. "buffer zone". or 
more relevant adjacent area economic development strategies. well developed eco- tourism 
standards regarding land use planning. and construction activities. and ago-foresrr>- 
development. 

This exercise can now besin to highlight importanr "outcomes" during a period of great change. 
Under various regimes. both USAID and the GOP stayed this first generation "sustainable 
development'' course. which increasingly links directly u-ith Panama-s speciiic Canal 
management responsibiiities and with broader slobal commerce. 

When MARENA's original expectations are evaluated from advances made in relation with 
specific outputs and other indicators. its full consequences are nor fully apparent. Xou- ~vc. know 
that fiom this effort. a narional park system has been formed, albeit incipienr. In lW5. when the 
MARENA approach was first proposed. Panama ivas jusr concluding its "agricultural frontier" 
and was suffering from severe environmental consequences. Today. in areas of irnrnensc 
strategic imponance such as the PCN'. deforesration and encroachmen1 are bcmg siowd 
remarkably, as parks have formed an initial protective "shields." The earlier associaled threats ol' 
pending doom proved to be highly overstated. But the "guard" cannot br. lowered as to what 
seems to be occurring. In effect. while precious time was purchased. in lisht of thc insidious 
nature of the challenges and the disastrous consequences -- if no1 done ndl. forward momentum 
can be easily reversed. Some unfortunate trends in that regard are already noted. 

Since a strategicalty vital watershed and interrelated eco system no\\ contain3 onc crucial 
element for continued improved conditions -- many noiv see for tlw first rime prospects for 
expanded more sustainable land use. to include eco-tourism. Man! perceh-e that more 
productive enterprise shlfrs would :enerare more sustainable and remunsrarii-rs rclurns essential 
for Panama's groivth. Fundacion NATUR.4 and the permanent funding mechanism provided by 
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FIDECO and the numerous NGO collaborators and project recipients form an initial base of first ' 

time benefactors. The breadth of experiences employed over such an extended period by the C'S, 
and the Panamanian Governments. as well as highly acclaimed research groups. NGOs. and 
universities -- have joined to produce one of the world's most comprehensive data bases on 
sustainable watershed management. 

MARENA, of course, can only take partial credit for these achievements. However, after 
considerable efforts and many years later -- when these original Projecr indicators that wore 
assessed" are now again compared with MARENA's original Purpose to "protect and manage 
Panama's renewable narurai resources. with particular attention in the PCW" -- regrettabiy there 
are still major shortfalls. The early thrust was to create the parks as the first defense. B) 
comparison. yesterday's challenge was easier. due to the understanding and focus provided b! 
verifiable indicators wherein "protected'' resources could be focused. 

Today, and in the context of MARENA's original Purpose, Panama now has a series of 
extremely valuable. newly protected "islands." These are now. however. surrounded b!. 
increasingly high incidences of poverty and an almost intractable rural economy that is 
generating at a minimum, a permanent threat. These land users are usually poorly equipped to 
shift to more remunerative, market-based land use endeavors that provide more viable economic 
contributions. In the context of "park "sustainability," the GOP's budgetary situation, and 
international experience -- the amelioration of such impediments over time also relieves park 
stress. 

Today's needs require therefore a more multi-faceted approach that views sustainability from a 
two-sided "coin," encompassing both environmental and economic sustainability. 
Little systematic work has been initiated in Panama to truly internalize these nemr realities in a 
way where the requisite stratesic. institutional and programmatic shifts could begin to mow 
forward.. Fortunately as reported. some of the bases are besinning to forn~. as a result of 
developments within the GOP and some donor projects. For the more multi-faceted challenges 
linking environment. economics and markets. and related social dynamics. some fledgling 
programs are emerging; and ACP. MIDA. and ANAM are increasingly aware that creative non- 
traditional thinking is urgently required. CICH and USAID and other donors are in a critical 
position to hopefully provide the best guidance and support framework for the PCW. 

From an area focus perspective. the critical battleground is still within the PCW. where a world- 
class series of centers and agencies with strong commitments are already in place. The land use 
experiences learned here however. to include park management approaches. must begin to be 
learned elsewhere and quickl).. At the same time. there is a need to move forward under a new 
strategic framework and support base in order to maintain the nascent park system in place, and 
at the same time growing where appropriate. 

As required under the SOW. the team will now attempt ro move the agenda fbrward with the 
provision of broad stratezic. focused lessons learned. 
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MARENA provides USA1D:'Panarna with the following salient lessons for the d r s i p  of its 
natural resource and environment srrategic framework. 

1) LTSAID/Panama funds for prorected areas optimalbe are directed to inszimriur~.~ thar 
have the structrtres required to support their technical[v competent. non-poliricaf 
management. 

MARENA's experience indicates that national protecred areas can become an sfiecrivt. 
component of watershed protection and management if adequate institutions are established and 
financed. However. if institutional structures themselves limit effective action. then external 
financing ma)- not produce increased levels of protection and managemenr in protected areas. 
Without an  eJfecrive institrirional srnictrtre. este,na/$tnds begin lo p-ohrcc rehrndmr plnn~tinp 
doczrments and rechnical reporis rather tltar~ permanent. replicablr I-esltlrs irj park prorecrio~? 
and managemenr that conserve the environmszt and natural resotrrccs. wltile in~ptm-itlg yc~opic :v 
lives. 

INREK.4RE's institutional structure. combined with MARES.\-s financial and technical 
support. enabled it to establish a field presence in the PCM' national parks and to bring under 
control the principal threars to their integritl-. The rate of deforestation and hunting diminished. 
while the immediate and general public gradually became more a\vars and supponi~e of the 
purpose and usefulness of the national parks. at least in the PCM'. By contrast. rhr differenif>. 
cast ANAM structure ma!- find special difficulties which are caused in  part hy its con~parativeiy 
longer lines of authority. multiple responsibilities. non-technical orienra~ion. and decision- 
making difficulties. 

2) The management of the Panama Canal Hatershed is the decisive factor in the sticcess 
or failure of natural resource and environmental management at the ttatinttal level. 

MARENA's experience shows that the resolution of Panama's environmental and natural 
resource problems nationally requires successful prorection and management of the Panama 
Canal Watershed. If Panama can protect and manage the PCR'. then 11 has rhc basis ro prorccr 
and manage its environment and natural resources narionally. On tho orhcr hand. if Panama fail?; 
to protect and manase the PCW. in spire of the financial and rechnjcal resource> lhal arc' bcing 
made available. then it is unlikely thar i r  ~vill be able to reversc thc dcrerioralion of natural 
resources and the environment nationally. Thus the PC\{- senes as rht. linchpin for natural 
resource and environmental protection and managemenr in all of Panama. 

MARENA began the interdisciplinary focus on the PCU- protecred areas lhar c\cntually ied to 
the establishment of CICH. It also provided sufficient funds over a long enough Ilnx period ro 
permit the national parks to become established and to prove rhemselvcs to be an effecri~c 
means for protectins a large percentage of the PCU' waler resourceh. M..IRES.4-h tinancial 
support for NGO forestr!. aroforestry and ecotourisrn prolects In and close to ihc PC!\' parks. 
provides experiences, w h ~ c h  can be dei-eloped and improved. ..ZS.+4h.l's conrribut~on ro the 
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watershed management efforts that are being coordinated by CICH can serve as an example for 
other Panamanian watersheds. as can the relationship between municipal water supplies in the 
Trans Isthmian Corridor and watershed management. Likewise. the lessons learned from 
environmental education .and communication progams in the PCM'. can sewe to guide such 
programs in other parts of the country. In sum. MAREKA provided the means for Panama to 
work on developing the institutional and technical basis for the protection and management of its 
environment and natural resources in the PCW. The PCW already is beginning to serve as an 
example for the rest of Panama. 

3) Inextricable links exist between national protected areas and surrounding private[r 
owned land that make it advisable to support concurrent, focussed, technical[l* sound 
and coordinated actions to protect and manage natural resources and environment in 
both settings. 

MARENA's experience has demonstrated that while parks may be a useful. sometimes even an 
essential, component of protecting and managing a watershed. the?; are neither sufficient in 
themselves nor are they isolated from the private lands that surround them. Protection and 
management of the natural resources and environment in a watershed therefore, requires that 
effective measures be taken to improve land use practices on private lands. Otherwise. the 
deterioration of the natural resources and environment on private land may negate the 
environmental benefits that result from protecting and managing the park. Moreover, it will 
prove difficult to maintain the integrity of a park in Panama. where the rural population depends 
at least partly on agriculture. if the agriculturaI productivity of the surrounding private lands 
deteriorates. A growing population will demand access to the fertility of forest soils. Ir is likely 
that eventually a democratic. periodically populist political process will satisfy their demands at 
the expense of the park's biological integrity. 

MARENA funding has stimulated measures to protect and manage natural resources and the 
environment on priirate lands outside of the parks. The constant demand for FIDECO funds. 
from NGOs, communities. and individuals. in order to implement a wide range of projects. has 
demonstrated the widespread interest of rural people to combine production with protection. and 
also demonstrates the technical knowledge. organization capacity and dedication that they bring 
to such projects. Although no thorough technical evaluation of these projects yet exists. the 
projects certainly provide a basis for systematically strengthening the positive links between 
parks and their surroundings. 

The results of the MARENA financed field projects. however. demonstrate that no matter how 
small a project may be in financial terms. time period. or geographic area. j t  sl~ould be carried 
out in such a way as to assure the highest technical standards. Projects serve no purpose if the). 
fail because of poor technical supervision. In such instances. the "beneficiaries" waste their 
time and become disillusioned. funds are wasted. protection of natural resources and the 
environment is not achieved, and technical knowledge is not gained. 

MARENA's experience with FlDECO projects also indicate that these projects should be 
designed and selected based on criteria that ensure clear links with specific objectives related to 
the protection and management of a watershed. The verv limited financing available to FlOECO 
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for projects and the small size and limited duration of the projects means that the>- \viIi o n i  'n;. 
la significant if the) are focused on a common obIective. Given the resrricted funding a\-ailabie ro 

parks. i t  makes sense for the FIDECO projects ro focus on the resolution of problems [ha: 

ri 
threaten the integrity of the parks. Othenfke. the FIDECO projects become s~mpi! an 
uncoordinated. unfocused collection of small mi\-ities that respond more rlr tne panicuisr 
interests of NGOs or comrnuniries than to an overall strategy. 

w 
4) International economic trends have a predominant influence on Panama k narriral 

resources and environment. 

livl 
Analyses financed by MARENA demonstrate thar international economic trends ha\-r a 
predominant influence on Panama's natural resources and environment. The Panama Canal irsdi' 

a is a symbol of the growth 100 years ago of the United StatesA commercial and associated 
strategic interests. These interests continue. Xow. however, the canal's watershed is recopizsd 
as a vital component of the canal's strategic value. Measures to protect and manage Panama-s 
natural resources and environment will be futile unless they are designed \vithin the contest of 
such international economic trends. The opportunity cost of using the limited development hnds  
wadable to resolve the natural resource and environmental degradation can be high. Some 
environmental degadation is irreversible. 

MARENA's experience with forestry and agroforestry provide lessons in how to avoid financing 
activities that do not take into account international economic trends. The 1999 STRI-XS.ASP- 
USAID study. for exampie. clearly indicates that there is a strong rrend towards the abandonmenr 
of pastureland in the Panama Canal watershed since Panama cattle producers cannor produce 
beef as cheaply as can their competitors in other Central American countries. Field obssn-ations 
confirm that the watershed has a large proportion of abandoned pastures cotwed with narurat 
regeneration of native species. In spite of this trend. howei.er. M.4REKA financed .AS.-\hl. 
Technoseme and FIDECO to plant native species of trees. sometimes to repiact. natural 
regeneration. possibl:. of the same species that were being planted. Similar\>-. the nlanagwrnent 
plans for the PC%' parks financed b!. MAREN.4 make almost no nisnrion. nor plans for protitiny 
from the world wide boom in nature-based tourism. even though several hundred thousand 
travelers per year pass through Panama. Likewise. many of the FIDECO agroforestr>- proiecrs 
promote coffee production. even though the world marker and even thc "niche marker" ic>r sotfie 
is flooded and coffee prices are at all time lours. Projecrs thal buck such international economic 
trends absorb limited hnds. produce no lasting results and disillusio,~ the scry pcopk. such as 
private landowners. whose support is so critical to achie\.ing the prorcction and management ill' 
natural resources on a significant scale. 

5) U.SAID/Panama is able to plar an imponant role in assisring Panama to protecr and 
manage its natural resources and environmenf by developing 0 focused. coherent 
program with clear objectives and adequate teclrnical oversigi~r. 

The MARESA experience demonstrates ihar CS.AID.'Panama has latent possibilities for ptaying 
an influential. central role in improving Panama's abillt!- 10 protect and nianagc i l s  nalural 
resources and en\.ironment. Panama has inlrmationally significanl tvatcr aild biological 
resources. It has welcomed international assistance in establishing the insriturional. financial and 
technical basis for their prorection and manasemem. USAID'Panama has the abilii!- to brin_c a 
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wealth of domestic and international experience ro bear on the resolutjon of the obstacles to such 
protection and management. uw 

MARENA established administrative mechanisms to tap the vast technical resources of the 
United States national government. international training institutions and bnited-States based 
international consulting firms. The Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute. the U.S. Park 
Service and the U.S. Forest Service. for example, provided years of technical advisors 10 

NRENARE and ANAM. MARENA hnds were utilized to contract consulting fimx for 
specialized advice in watershed monitoring and participatory planning and CATIE to pro\.ide 
training to park guards. USAID/Panama itself contracted the purchase of equipment and the 
construction of park infrastructure. Much of this rechnical advice and training resulted in 
improved natural resource and environmental management. For a time, USAIDiPanama was the 
leading international institutions involved in Panama's natural resource and environmental 
Sector. 

MARENA did not, however, provide the mechanism for USAIDIPanama to significantly and 
permanently reverse the trend towards degradation of Panama's natural resources and 
environment. Ten years after MARENA commenced its work, many of the conditions in the 
national parks that existed in 199 1 are returning: boundary lines needed remarking. equipment 
has become too old to be serviceable, park staffing levels have declined rather than grown. and 
the parks face constant financial constrains. In order to maintain the value of the investment i~ 
made in Panama's parks through MARENA. USAID/Panama needs to once again demonstrate 
its ability to first design and then implement a hard-driving, focused, technically sound. 
convincing natural resource and environment propam. Although technical capabilities can be 
contracted. such a program requires the permanent presence in USAIDiPanama of an 
experienced. technically experienced staff who adequately covers the ranse of specialties that 
such a program will require. in order to maintain its momentum. stay focused on its objectives. 
and identify technically sound intementions. 

lu 
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BACKGROUND 
id 

From these lessons learned. today's challenge is to respond to h.I.ARES.4-s srili itgtimarc 
project purpose with a new. multi-faceted thrust. which is in s-mc u-ith the new miliennium'?; 

@ demands and prospects. Appropriate intenentions and support acti~ities taken no\\ tvill reap 
benefits in the PCW. for Panama. and for the evolving global commerce system. The STRI- 
ANAM-USAID Watershed Monitoring Pro-ject documents the PCIT-5 capacit>- to adjusi rap~dl! 

4M to sudden nature or human caused provocations. An exampie was the timeiy launching of the 
Chagres National Park in 1984. which was instrumental in containing severe narurai resource 
degradation. 

The strategic approaches herein proposed are based on this realit!. They were developed as a 
result of extensive conversations with appropriate leaders. experts. park guards. and land users. 
These stakeholders perceived their environment to be changing radically. and often stated how 
untenable the status quo was. and expressed the need for some basic skills to help ameliorate 
natural resource degradation. which they knew to have dangerous consequences. 

Current PCW land dynamics set the new stage for fiaming an over-arching paradigm. rssponsil-e 
to M.4RENA.s Project Purpose. Basically in the PCX. 50 percent of the land area is under 
public management and 50 percent is in private hands. The daunring challenge is to crew the 
structure. so that within the Watershed. srrengthened authority and control tvould prowcr the 
park. while on a parailel track. private land use pracritioners would help reduce the dcstrucrion 
while creating economic opportunities b\- generating more rernuncralive income and 
employment opportunities. At the same time nationally. while lessons- learned arc gleaned and 
implemented. creative efforts are mobilized. so that the esisting park struclurr can br: 
maintained. while also faciliratine similar nen. park'rural area linkases and gro\\-rh that i s  
mutually supportive. As presently vie~ved bv the team. such malor shifis \rill not happen unless 
a multi faceted support effon is mounted. 

Four stratesic approaches along ~vith related i1tustratit.e examples are pro\-ided. Tlwse arc' 
provided to stimulate discussion with the goal of introducing subs~anrh.e changc. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 : 

Strategic policy, planning. and progranr inrenvntions should he ztndenaken ro stinzulare a 
more favorable enabling and working environment and ro introducr more a,o,oressive and . 

sustainable change 

In order to help form the enabling conditions for stimulating land use shifts and related supporr 
investments for rnorc agrt.ssivefy srimulating the natural resource management agenda. a series 
of major l e p l  and pol~cy related actkities appear to be needed: 
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Updating the PCM' land use policy: 
Law 21 signed in 1997 forms the legal land use authority for the "traditional" Canal. I t  pro\,ides 
dramatically different enterprise shifts from what wasiis currentl!. practiced for 2020. Of 
concern for a USAID consulting firm with extensive work in the PCW and for others. is that this 
plan seems to bear little relevance to current market dynamics. Furthermore. as presentl!. 
construed, it excludes 60 percent of the total PCBr and does not include the land covered in the 
Western Region. Additional consultation in regards to the above obsen'ation would be required. 

Rethinking "buffer zone" strategies: 
MARENA designers placed great importance on the introduction of buffer zones as a means of 
reducing intrusions by poor people into the protecred areas. Little was however done and 
coincidently, today it has far geater relevance. While FIDECO's first generation of somewhat 
related experiences showed initial producer response to experiment, it is now apparent that more 
market driven and technically sound projects are required. There is a need to learn from these 
and from other similar experiences. and therefore a review of experiences and actual economic 
and development benefits. as well as new ways to respond to the original objective. should be 
considered. 

Assisting the "Plan Panama Rural" strategic planning effort: 
The rural economy is going through one of Latin America and the Caribbean's most difficult 
times. This constrains macro growth and generates Land stresses on an ahead! extended 
environment. The situation will only worsen in the context of the FTAA's launching. MIDA has 
a strategic planning exercise now underway which can hopefully begin to help strategicallj. 
address huge challenges. In comparison with many Central American countries. Panama appears 
to be less advanced in appropriate FTAA strategic thinking for its already vulnerable rural sector. 
USAID assistance would likely be of great national benefit. 

User-friendly data and related applied research to help spark sustainable development: 
C K H  is required to establish an Environmental Information Center to monitor conditions 
throughout the PCW. At the same time. there is a wealth of information from various PCW 
related activities to include soil and water and flora and fauna, land use. water quality and flow. 
environmental conditions over extended periods. etc.. Increasingly, socio-economic research and 
data are being assembled. A proposal by the Ciudad del Saber. "Panama Center for Sustainable 
Development". appears to respond to some of these needs. 

RECOMMENDATION 2: 

USAID should consider creative institutional support strategies to improve worciination 
requirements and operational/performance 

Institutional efficiencies and operational effectiveness issues have been a constant issue under 
MARENA. The issues become of even greater importance when even broader issues must 
increasingly be addressed. The following are a few exan~ples of matters requiring attention. 

Possible specialized technical assistance to CICH: 
MARENA's evolution demonstrates an increasingly complex array of issues and themes. 
International experiences with watershed management demonstrate similar inherent operational 
needs and difficulties. Herr. the inherent challenges are of "TVA proportions." CICH must not 

The LX4ID/Prmama .Manngemen~ qf .\arural Re,sowrce,s 3 .; April 21, 2003 
Proiecr I:MAREh;i): , in Eralua/ion Report 



Deselopment Associates. Inc. 

only work to "integrate forces and resources'- \.ia highly effective coordination uith line uni~s  or- 
mixed abilities. ir  must. in a two year period. be positioned to finance its o\vn budset. Ha\-ins 
access to a highly specialized ESAID hnded core group of experts could be ri 1-sry importan: 
contribution during this initial period. 

Facilitate Fundacion SATURA and its efforts to confront "second generation- strategic 
challenges: 
NATURA has generated an impressive record of providing fundin2 assistance under son~e\\-hat 
general and flexible guide lines de\.eloped by its donors. Litrie importance \\-as placed 011 

economic "sustainabilir!-." Clear1:- N.4TUR.A non- recognizes thar greater fbcus and improved 
technical assistance will be required. panicularl? for their expanding. and incrsasinz!!- more 
economic development support portfolio. .As the?. now go through their imponant iritenial 
strategy review process. possible "second tier" t-ype sen-ices to include the dsi-eiopmenr of 
market support senices and access to specialized technical cadre are needed. This lvill require 
addressing increasing1:- complex sustainability and dependency issues in real terms. CS-AID 
assistance should be considered. 

IVew public private linkages for a more sustainable national park system: 
The present system confronts many notable limitations. which require anention. CS.4ID has a 
special interest to help Panama look for more productive and dynamic park mechanisms that 
generate greater public and economic goods. The IDB's PAK is providing a significanr rfrbn to .. 
facilitate this need. but good models which derive the best from public private srcror 
comparative advantages, while being respectfbl of national patrimony. are limited. Under a 
USAID funded endowment progam in Costa Rica. the EGO FUNDECOR provided h i h l y  
resarded park management and operations senvices in Costa Rica's kel- parks. The>- also 
provided related market and fund raising. research and rraining. community t.conornic 
participation sen-ices- which were initial1 facilitated under a ma.ior endoumsnl fund. This 
approach should be explored in regard to at least the high priority PCK-focused parks. Xiiion~ 
the benefits. a successful arrangement would thus permit more creative than those pursued 
b>. FIDECO. in order to address the more GOP related national park costs and field operations. 
Under this arrangement. funds previously provided by the GOP to the non PCN' arcas \vouid 
thus be "freed up" and made available. 

The donor communi?y and COP should explore additional -firndin,u sources in order to 
expand support for environmental protection 

There exist tremendous opponunities. where limited addilional resources could provide norablc 
improvements. GOP funding sources are notable examples. The trend will likel>- continue. 
However in Iight of the special situations obsewed. creatt\*c measures n l u s  be explored. Somc 
examples of such needs and a1ternatk.e approaches are pro\-idsd. 

ACP assistance to key PCN' Parks: 
PCW parks pro\-ide man!. contributions to PC\Y well being This trend n-i l l  bc expanded in the 
broader Western Region. FIDECO shortfalls caused in pan b!. revenue shon fall. resuh in funds 
being diverted from more producri\.e park investments and purchases. Increasing1y they create 
unneeded tensions and conflict in what increasin& needs ro be a support operation based on 
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mutual support and trust.. ACP's support. at least during this critical period. should to be pursued 
vigorouslq-. 

Broader donor coordination and leverage facilitation: 
Donor "coordination" is discussed across all levels. but in its actual programmlns and 
operations. seems to be nothing more than lip service. To better serve the special institutional 
and development needs and Panama's expanding natural resource requirements. as well as the 
need for alternative approaches. particularly in the PCU' and in the protected areas -- much 
greater coordination is required. This is perhaps an area to which CICH will have to dedicate 
more attention. and ANAM will have to conduct more strategically focused studies and 
evaluations 

FIDECO support: 
The above comments were provided to improve sub project operational support and future 
strategic focus. FIDECO is an increasingI, important resource that may. partjcularly in the 
context of the above stated activities. be eligible for expanded USAII) or other donor support. 
Logical potential areas relate to its possible role in a similar way that FUNDECOR perfoms for 
Costa Rican parks. 

Expansion of ANAM revenue generation program and the Caja Uniea: 
Under Law 41 and as further supported by the IDB, numerous efforts are being explored to 
generate significant levels of external revenue for ANAM's services. Particular programmatic 
and operational attention is being cultivated for activities within ANAM's Protected Areas 
portfolio. Some of these have the potential to generate considerable resources and in that regard. 
should be managed in ways that a portion of ANAM's efforts directly benefits affected parks. 

Eco Tourism Support: 
All Central American countries are now aggressively following Costa Rica's lead in eco-tourism. 
Not only is this generating over 5400 million annually. but it has helped stimulate their 
increasingly larger tourism sector. which has become one of their ieadlleading economic sectors. 
Numerous potential and some sood current examples for expanded business were presented to 
the team. such as basic and selective improvements to the parks. Many ideas abound and onc 
would hope that from last year's S I0 million promotion program financed by the GOP. business 
in this area will get a much-needed boost. Greater effort at product development and strategic 
marketing is required however and soon. There is a need to put some senior-level consulting 
services together to help develop the larger effort more systematically. and to use this as a base 
to mobilize investments. Clearly much more attention needs to be provided. so that eco- 
tourism's potential is not lost to inappropriate investments and construction. as has becn 
increasingly the case. Furthermore. given the special presence of world renowned institutions 
such as the STRl and TNC. the possibility of promoting a "seal" type certification system is 
another way of promoting Panama's special features. 
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W A I D  should provide the means for helping provide greater focus. support. and imeragefor 
critical technical supportservices 

A variety of sen-ices were identified as critical and need to be introduced urgenil!. These co\-rr 
increasingly critical services essential for selected rural residents to better utilize their resource 
base. so that Fearer sustainability is generared. specifically as it  affects their sconom!. So~nt. 
examples of key critical areas discussed include the following: 

Developing more specific understanding and basic skills far agro-forestry: 
The necessity of developing skills for ago-foresq  is a widely held belief. From the sunsy of 
the 12 producers participating in Trinidad with NATURA (refer to Attachment 6 ) .  their strongest 
suggestion was the need to have more technical training. The original concept thar theses 
systems senerated essential food requirements while _aadually generating increased incomes \vas 
general)!- agreed upon. but this concept lacked market response and better technical 
backstoppins across the board. Although the Project Paper placed Feat faith in this activity. 
ANAM and MIDA experts agreed that the program was inadequate for including the appropriare 
relevant technologies from CATXE or from the Fundacion de Honduras de Investigation 
A p c o l a  (FHIA.) There was a dearth of information as to market production costs and as to 
cultural and post ban-est practices. NATURA representatives agreed in rqards to these 
limitations. Grgent attention to this matter is required to include adaptive research and marker 
requirements. USAID assistance. in collaboration with AKAM and MID.4. should be ot'fsred. 

The provision of market services and producer organization arrangements to facilitate 
market participation: 
Market access constrainrs were also commonly listed as major constraints. M.lrS.AR is  in the 
position of providins considerable levels of much- needed and long o\-srlooked suppon to tht 
PCU'. Their program. ho~vever. has not provided for the type of critical marker support sen-ices 
recognized as being essential for maximum economic growth. This senice. of course. becomes 
even more essential in the context of the FTAA. While contemplated on a reduced scale. based 
on the conversations held. this senice probably needs additional suppon thar L'S.AID is in thc 
best position to provide. This could be an excellent accompaniment to h4.ASAR: in addition. 
the need for local level facilitating services to improve marketing efficiencies for sn~allrr 
farmers should be explored. in order to fink expanded market opportunities ~ h i c h  woufd. 
otherwise, be unavailable.. In the contest of M.r\SAR-s upcoming launching. these ssamptes of 
critically needed compkrnentar>- senices need urgenr exploring 

Environmental awareness activities seemed to be very prevalent: 
A broad range of education and promotion messages are provided by AS.4M. the 1Yorld Bank 
Biological Corridors pro-jecr. KATURX and their FlDECO XGOs. the USAID suppon via XED 
and to CICA. While no judgment u.as made as to its program contenr and jmponancc, i t  did 
seem that after so man> efforts. at least a "best pracricez" srud) and consequent p r o p n l  
streamlining could be carried out.. 

Forge new era integrated park management program support plans: 
The implementation of the current management plans completed under M.4RES.A are ur_pently 
required by the parks. . These types of plans thal also pro~ide strategic5 to link park 
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rnanagemenr with local economic needs and with broader watershed management aspects. were a 
' 

boon to parks in Trinidad and San Losenzo. Such plans and their execution soon would besin to , 
LU 

generate the positive response also observed in Chagres. 

A U.S.-Panama Environment Support Fund: 
Given the: 1)  special nature of the diplomatic relationships enjoyed between the two countries: 7 )  
the high interest and visibility that a program of this type should mobilize for broader benefits 
and investment stimulation: 3)  the somewhat imprecise and dynamics nature of such an acti\.ir>.. 
compared with CISAID'S operations: and 4) uncertainties for USAID Panama beyond 2006 -- a 
special US Panama support fund might be created. Illustratively, this fimd could be managed as 
a special service "Management Entiry" provider with contractual and management sewices to 
function as a service implementer or coordinator, with sub contractors in specialized areas. This 
could function under a very senior panel of highly regarded leaders that would regular1)- 
convene. while also providing prestige. It could also report directly to CICH. where appropriate 
coordination and assistance services could be provided over at least a 10 year period. 

SUMMARY 

We have put forward these approaches to future donor. including USAID, assistance to 
Panama's environmental needs as suggestions rather than as an immediately actionable program. 
MARENA has demonstrated that significant success can result from well-conceived and 
executed USAID interventions. The team believes that by building on pasr results and "lessons 
learned" the U S .  can and should continue to play an important role in protecting the country's 
environment, particularly the Panama Canal Watershed. The next step. we sugsest. is a formal 
design of a follow-on activit~. by the Mission. In that effort we hope that our recommended 
approaches will be a helpful starting point. 

U 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN POYERTS 

AND PROTECTED AREAS 

(Translated from the Spanish) 

An analysis was done of some of the most representative protected areas in the Republic of 
Panama using the average annual per capita income ( I P A P ~  f ipres  from the 2002 Human 
Development Repon for the municipalities or sub-districts in which the largest percentage of 
analyzed protected areas are located. In the case of Coiba Karional Park. the sub-districts are 
those found within the Park's area of responsibili?. The average per capita annual income in the 
country is 2.377 Balboas. 

It was found that the protected areas with the worst problems with illegal colonization. slash and 
bum agiculture and a lack of technical support were the sub-districts with rhr lowest per capira 
income. The worst cases were found in the four sub-districts of the Darien Sational Park where 
the average IPAP of 535 Balboas is well below the oficial poverty line of 903 Balboas. 
Similarly, in the Omar Torrijos National Park. the average per capita income of 434 Balboas is 
below the line for extreme poverty of 5 19 Balboas. 

By contrast, the Metropolitan Kame Park and the Carnino de Cruces Xational Park. located in 
the Ancon district with an IPAP of 6980 Balboas. have feu- problems with slash and burn 
agriculture and squatters. None the less. the problems of these parks could be considered more 
serious as they are threatened by urbanization and poorly directed governmental policies due to 
the high value of the land they occup!-. 

--  

Protected Area 

La Amistad National 
Park 

I& ~asrimentos hational 
Marine Park 
Palo Seco Buffer Zone 

Province I District 1 Subdistrict or 
1 ( Municipalip 

Bocas del Tom ) Changuinola ) Ciuabrto 

1 (Cabeccm) 
Bocas drl Toro Bocas del Toro 1 Bastimentos 

Bocas del Toro ( Chanpmola 1 Alm~ranic 

- 

Average Annual 
Per Capita Income 

in Balboas in the 
\-ear 2000 

Forest 1 1 
I ] Changuinoh 1 Changu~nola 1 JT4 1 

?ark 1 IPAP: B -125' I ! 
I La P~ntadu i P~edriis Ciordas i .;2 1 I 

1 .  ' IPAP is the Spanish acronym t o r  ..avrraFe annual per capita income." 
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-4verage Annual 
Per Capita lncorne 
in ~ a l b o a s  in the 

Protected Area Province District Sub-district or J'ear 2000 
Municipalit! 

Ponobelo National f ark Colon Ponobelo Portobelo l b00 . 

1 IPAP: B. 2 15 1 I 1 (Cabecera) I 
Cacique I591 
Puerto Lindo 1575 

- - 

t Isla Grande 2230 
Soberania Nat~onal Park Colon Colon Cristobal 278 1 

IPAP: B .?I51 
1 Panama 1 Panama 1 Ancon I 69x0 
IPAP: B'.2301 

Camino de Cruces Panama Panama Ancon 6980 
National Park [ IPAP: B.'.230 1 1 
Metropolitan Nature Park 1 f anama Panama 1 Ancon 6980 

I P A P :  B. ,3301 
Campana National Park 1 Panama 1 Capira 

I P A P :  B '.2301 1 
El Cacao 343 

L 

I C h a m  Chica 1261 
Chagres National Park ] Panamli Panama Chilibre I 1868 

IPAP: B. 230 i 
Colon Colon Sabanitas 1617 
[PAP: B.'.? 15 1 - - - -. . - . - . - . 

I I 

1 I Santa lsabel 1 Piaya Chiquita 1 7x9 
~ G b a  ~ a T o n a 1  Park I Veraeuas 1 Las Palmas I Pixvae I S X ?  

IPAK B . 1224 
Las Palrnas Puerto Vidal 73 7 
Sonri Bahin Honda 355 
Soni ] Rio Cirande 52 1 

Darien National Park 

Fuente: Informe Eacional de Desarrollo Hurnano. 2002. 

IPAP: B1.615 

W4RE.R;A - ~Va~ura l  Re.snurces .Mmagement Project 3-2 April 21. 2003 

IPAP:'B!. 1730 
Darien 

Chepigana 
Pinogana 
Pinogana 
Pinosana 

C hepigana 

Tucuti 
B O C ~  de C'upe 
P a y  
Y apt. 

Jaque 

487 
7 1 0  
606 
77s 

595 



ATTACHMENT 4 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN POVERTY AND PROTECTED AREAS 

WITHIN THE PANAMA CANAL WATERSHEET 

REPUBUCA IX P A W  

AREAS SlLVESTRES PROTEGlDAS 
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' Aprobados en 1995 
?- 

Asoc~ac~on haclonal para 13 Program de Reroresrac~on en el P.h Panama 2 x 0 0 0  ik- -:::.tw tb" ~ue.Ly1\, 
j Consemacion de la Naturaieza (ANCON ) : Soberania: Sector Sumtc  

i Sockdad Xac~onat para el Desarrollo de Recuperacidn de Aeas Degradaaas Panama , So.164.i.35 If.'ikS.W ; ~ ~ ? - y + t ,  

Asoclac~on haclonal para la Prorecc~on de ras Cuencas H~dropf icas  Danen jj0.9011 Q 9  . . EW5. jJus 

! Conservacih de la Naruraleza ANCOX i en la Repldn de Filo de ~ a l l o  
I 
! Fundac~on para la Promotion o r  ia Muje: Creacion de una Granja Comun~tana \:erapas SO.IOo.96 i&.%.&h fJQS-i*o- 
i 
I (FUNDAMUJERI de Produccidn y Capaciracion 

1 Fundacion Pro Eiinos del Danen Granla Agroecoldpca : I>ari.in 235.750.00 : I G.550.W t WF-2GOI 
(FUNPRODA! t 

I Asociacion Nacionai para ia Ccntra Especrahzado dr Capac~tac~on , Cock 14~.50~1.&9 ~&>ocl.&i t"3.i..[W?; 

] Conservation dc la Naruraiem t AKCOK I Agroiorestal y Stlvopasron! 
I 

1 Aprobados en 1997 

: Asociac~on Coclesana de Produclorr> Iksarrolio de un S~s~erna d r  Produccton Cocli '0.0~3.1 Mq -:.-tc+.&c ~W-- IWJ  
de Cafe (ACOPROCAFE i Agrotoreslal Urilmndo Cafe en .4socto 

con Espmrs  Maderables. Frurales > : 

Le_eum~nosas asi como Reforestacton dr  
t s p r c ~ r s  Natrvas en Vanas Cornun~daaes 

i dc 10s Correg~mten~os de Chlguln' Amba. 
Pajonal ! Toabre en cl Drsrnio de ! Prnonoms. Pro\~ncls at: C ~ l r . .  Kcp. dc 

Panama 
Fundacion dr Educacion Arnnirntd . Pmyecro Agroiorest31 y Eduwcion Crrint; 0 . 5  : r+r~.rh:C.Ps tuu-. iuuu 

v Desarrollo Comunmno tF  EADECO) .%mblen~al en Salamanca. Curoca dci 
Can31 

Sociedad l in~dn Agncol:! Reiores~aclon y N u r ~ a  Agnculrun de Panamr: .= ;.G- 213 i<.;:t!.8kb juu--~uu* j 
de Ciri Grande (SUACG 1 Ciri Crandc. Capln 

1 Srxtal cn 13 Cucnm drl Rln Crn ( incar.  
I 

: Cimpo a s  Cienc~a y Tctcnoltyx Kchrestacton tstrarcgca as C-hlnqo: is.v!P~u. ::.siu tns t UJ-. I LIUU 

i para el Desarrollo (GRt'CITEDl Polrrrta en F ~ n c ~ s  ( h a d e r a s  dc hfi 
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; Aprobados en 1998 1 r 

I 

I Fundacion de Educacidn Ambiental , Proyeclo Aproiorestai de Clatunc~lio i Colon 1 :2.572.75 36.96.:.811 , !'iilh.2\10( w ( y Desarrollo C'omunitario (FE.ADECO1 

Asociac~on Coclesana dc ; Agrot'orestena con Cafe Arbolado ! Cock hO.?S.tX1 i "?.-ib,Ot< j WI+:(!II% 

: Producrores de Caii (ACOPROCAFEI ! Reforestacion de kspecles Narlvas I 

camyiiadoi 
'io.(~)o.oc~ ; 0 0  ! ws-?irihr 

Lad 
Programa de Ecoiogia para el Manelo de Keiorestacton Econ6m1ca con Plantas ; Kuna f a]:! 

j Areas Siivestres de Kuna Yala (AEK- Kativas 
PEMASKY I : Utilizando Tecnlcas Agrot'orestales i i 

I 

Fundacion para el Desarrollo Integral dei : Kestauraclon dei Sueio y Control de )a . Chiriqu; 52.0.iO.OCi 4 . 3  0 ;  19‘4s-200: k 
Corregimiento de Cerro Punn Erosion en la Zona de Amoniguam!ento I 

i (FUNDICCEPI ' del Parque lnremacronal La Am~stad y 
b Parquc Haclonal Voicin Bani m el 1 
I Comgimiento dr Cerro Punu ' I Grupo Ambientalista Guacarnaya I C i G i  Proyecto ac Reforestacian y Capacmcion i Cocie \ l i.OoO.0O : 9 . 0  ; IQQS-?OW ?*' 

1 ! en una Resena I 3 I I Hidnca. Forestal. Arqueoldg~ca y de Vida i 
i I L 

I I Silves~re Cerro Guacamaya ! I i i w 
I Hogar San Jose de Malambo : Proyecro de Reioreaacidn y Desarrollo [ Panama ; 61.166.00 j 76.600.00 1 IQOS-~OO(J 
i j Agroforestai I 

i I I I 1 del Orienato San Jose de Maiambo. i \ 
Cuenca Hidrogafica del Canal de , I I ; kw 

I Panama I I ! 
Aprobados en 1999 I I i 

I I / As~stencta iegal Ahematna 1 1vu~-2001 I b 
de Panama (ALAPI i Aproecolog~co en la M~cro Cuenca del / 1 1 

I 

I 1 Provincia de Colon ! 1 

1 ! j ~ i o  ~ a ~ r a .  Comunidad de Altos dt. ! 
C 

I I 1 Pedregal. f ase Piloto j ! I 

; Union de Agricullores ! Agroforestal y Manejo Sosteniblr 1 Coclc i li.000.00 , 4 0 . 0  IWY-?IN1 
I de 10s Torres iUN ALTO) i en 10s Torres de Cabuya. Distnto dc : 

; w 
I 1 

I 
Coibn 66.06100 1 lX3.5bZOO 1990-200i I 

i I 

I b 

Fundacion de Parques Naclonales y 
Medio Ambiente (Fundaclon PA.I\;A.MA) 

I 

I Anlor; I I j 
Programa Rural de Acc~on 1 Cnrdiller3 Verde y Manep Soaeniblc : Cock ; lo.lbY.'? ; .:4,7()2.2S 

1 Social y Desarmllo ( P K S D E  I 1 de la5 lrncas de Cafe dc la Cuenca del ' 
I 

I ' Rio "I"'. C o r r q m m t o  del Kin lndw I 

1 
j tirupo de Ciencia ): Tecnoiog~a Reforestaclon Esrratr'gtca dc ; C h ~ n q u ~  , kY.280.00 
1 para el Desarrollo (GRUCITEI) I Poireros en F~ncas (ianaderas de San ; 

. Lorenzo y Sail Fillx - Ch~nqui I I I 
Club Social y Consen'acion~sla 1 Proycro ds Agroi'orester~a !; Educaciirn i Iierrcn , hLl.YX07i / 53.147 00 

! (SODECON i : Amb~rntal. en la C'uenca del Kio t3 1 I 

Kenovacion Manqa Sostenible de 
Carerales dei Corregimiento de Cincito. 

1 Asociacicin de Pequefios , Proyecto de Agroioresreria y Desarrollo Cocle I 18.030.Xi ! '.100.00 1 \9YQ-2OOl 
! i 1 Productores "El Porvenir" (APEPPOI 1 Sostenible 1 i I 

i 1 \:ii\a. I 
(Jentro dc Invest1pac16n ) Xrhori2;lzllin !, Agricul~ura f:colog~ca cn ; Panam;? ' , 71.741.3~ ! ls7.?1 1.511 

1 Oocencia de Panama t CIDPA , i la5 Comunidades dc Iil Peiion. .Altos dc i 
las hubes y (;onzaiillo. en el I i 

i Corepniien~o dc la!: Cumhres 

Asociacion Nacional Tecn~ca de Proysctoz ; Kes~auracicii? dc 1;i C'ohc'rtura t3oscosu I'annnv 5o,l1(111 011 I t~7.i~)i.OO 
/ en Conservacion drl Amblcnlc en el P.3. Camroo deCrucrs ! 

I 

I (ANTEPCA I I I 

Asociactdn d e  Produecitin O r p n ~ c s  ' Slstemas di. klncas A~rol'orestalez P1n3 -C:ocic r I .  2 I 1 7X.oO2.20 1 y Cornercial~zacih Sol~danr i Sohdanas SIFAS-PKOCOSOL ~ 
de Panama lPRO('0SOL) ! i 

I 
I Cenirn de Estudio ! Acclon I '\.lqnramiento de las Cond~c~onra 1 C'olol) ' 4 1 ' 10 1.439 50 

1 Social Panameha (CIASPA 1 Amb~cntales I I'nwccron v C'onssrvacicin ! 
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\ era_eua> .. ... Asocraclon ae Prwuclores ~grotoresrena ! Maneto Sostenlbk La R.:-: 5 I -c .?\e ib- :tkk -314: -..- 
de Catiakerall APC I huexa Espennza 

1 
Inlciatna Agrolorssul en Bonp Amba Panama 24.90- i M  :.:.oh <% Asoclaclon de Prwuctom :thtd-3kL: 

1 Renacer Carnpes~no 

kcledad lmon Agncola Rclorestacion. Ag~otorestena ! Panama f0.000 i& - 0.g i c- ih Xhk~-2~W: 
1 d e  O n  Granae (SUACG I Consenacton 

dcl Mdlo  Amblentc en Clri Gtande. 
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t*r, 
Develo~ment Associates. Inc. 

- -- 

. .. 
1 lnst~wto de Capacirac~on en Tecnoiogi;i . Ai~anza Locai para ia Protecclon 5 Veraguas 6?.145.00 42.-: : < I t b  2110:,-2~1~..: 
I Rural Sostenible (INCATERUS) j Consenacion d t  ia Cuenca Baja del Rio k 

I Santamana .- j Asociacion para el Desarroilo del M m o  !, i Agroiorestena Capac~tacldn para e! . Los Santos !. 70.000.00 , -+ 2 W 1 . 0 ~  loti; - > ( I ~ I . :  

1 Pequefio Producror r ADEMiPPt : Desarroiio Sosteniblr Herreia 

I 
Colegio de Ingenieros Ldent1ilcaci6n y Planificaci6n del Mancjo i Panama j 6 .  0.00 j I -  1 '& 

i i / Agrcinomos dc Panama (CINAP) j de j 
\ j Areas Cridcas con Pofencialidades para 13 ~ i I I 

i Crraclcin dc Areas Silvestres Proregidas y I 
I k j )a Ejecuclcin d r  Proyectos de 
! I ' W  ~ i Relbrestacion con tines dr Pro~eccicin en I j 

\a Cuenca tlidroarafica del Canal : 
i I 

i Aprobado en 1997 ! 

Aprobados en 2002 iw 
: Asentamlenro Camprsino Nuexo Pio,oreso ' Desarrollo Agrof'brestai y Pastoril drl Rm , Panams 2Q.330.00 25.0~2.tN1 2OP:-2i10- 

lndlo Arriha i de Rio lndlo hacimlen~o (ANPI  

; Asoclacion de la M y e r  Rural dei Ciuabo : Agroforestena de ias Damas Ruraies dr  ei I Colon 22.320.0~ !:.SOU (I t ,  20K-l'O~L. 
(AMRGr I Guabo h 

! Soc~rdad San ls~dro Labrador (SSIL 1 Desarrollo Agroforrstal Sostenible en ia Panama 30.000.00 , ! O  2000-2002 
1 Comunrdad de la Onda Capira ; I 

; Asoclacion de Producrores Agroforestaies ; ..\_~roiorestal de ia Comunidad de Cerro I Cock ; 30.000.00 I d.o?5.0(1 2002-2005 $9 
Amigos de la Naturaleza i APAAK 1 Moreno i ! 

i Soc~edad 20 DE .4BRIL i Proyecro .4proforestal San Juan Bosco i Panami : 28.988.00 ! 22..WI.W . 200~-201~: 

1 Asociacion de Profesionaies y Tecnrcos 1 Proyecto de Aprotbresreria Warn de ; Bocas dei Toro , 24.800.00 : 37.0X4.00 1 2002-20tK 
I I Ngobe de Bocas dei Toro (APROTENGB 1 1 Renac~mien to I I rw 

1 ! 
j Asociacion de Agricultores de Sambu "Don j Produccion .4groforestai paa el Desarrollo ' Darien 70.000.00 ; 32.400.OU . 2002-?004 I Bosco" (AAGRISAM-DBJ Sosienible en la Zona de i i i ! I Amoniguamiento dc la Reserva Foresial 1 I ! 

1 C o l g u ~  dr  Bidogos dc Panarni : Planiricacihl > I k s a ~ o l l o  dc la Propuer:;l Cock  I .  0 I I ! bk 
Area Siivcstre Protegida dc. Cerro tiaitai i (COBIOPAJ 

; en el L'aile dc Anton. Provit~c~a dc Cock / ! 

j de Chepigana y la Cuenca Hidropdfica 
! 

del Rio Sambu en Darien 

! I 

i Aorobado en I998 I 1 I b d  

I ! 
j ' !& 

Patronato Parauc Kc\ ision \ Actual~rac~on del Plan dc. I Panamis 7O.O(lO ( l ( l  I .  I I UL)r(-lY90 

1 I 

Manejo de Areas Protegidas ! ! I ! 
$9 ~ Aprobados en 1995 I I I 

1 
Insumto Smirhsonian de 3 L n  Lentio de Visitantes en el 1 Panama 51.700.011 54.000 00 i lW5-I990 , 

; Invesrigaciones Trop~caies (STRII i Monumento Nawal Barro Colorado ; I ! 

i Natural ~ e t r o m l ~ t a n ' o  iPNM > I Manclo \ Desarrollo del Parqut ha~ural , I I 1 I 

il.lctropo11ianc~ I I I 
I 

I Aprobado en 2001 I 1 ipd 

I 
I Patronat0 Parquc. ; C'tnlro dc C:apac~tacih~ en Tecnrcas ds ! 1'anarn;l 3 .  1 . l  107.W5.00 ; 700 I-2002 ! Nazural Me~ropol~tano (PNM J I Educacirin Ambirnial cl.nsc 1 1  1 
1 I 

I 
I Disminucion o Prevencicin de la I 

1 h 
Contaminacion 1 . -  

L 

Aprohados en 1995 I 

, -. 
1 Asocrncicin dc. Tecnlco> ' C'aractcnnc~on dr  la> A p a s  drl K I O  .luan Panarn:~ . 2?.>i1<1 011 ! 7.5?l~.0i~ i lW5-1VM ~ I en lngen~rrra Saniwr~:l r AT[LS r Dia? i 
I ii hientarlo dc sus Atlutnlo 
I 

('ontani~nantes 1 ' W  
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I Aprobados en 1997 

. Lnners~aad Tecnotogrca dc Panama 4pIicac10n de Xloarlos \la~crnatrcob narz Panam . . e x  h \. ax .I--. 1 . ~ ~ .  

Fac. ingen~ena tic SISI Comuut Pronosncsr la D~snenion a t  
Concammantes en 135 . + p a s  del Rro R t o  

A b 9 ~  
Lnnersrdad Tecnoloyca dc Panama. Transpone a r  Canlarnmaaon en e Panam.! s..vc 11 I *  I* 'Q--. uu, 

Faculmd de I n ~ e n ~ e n a  Cn 11 Ambrente. dcntro dd Rrlieno Sanrtcina 
de Cerro Patacor. 

L;nwersidad Autonoma de Ch~nqui Generanon a c  la Tecnoioya Apro~~adz  Cmnqu: s.:c)ct.Oi. -.-~kl tb :~G--:.JGL 
. - . . 

(L'KACHIb pan 
la Pr&uccion de Hongos Cornenibles. 

Lsando 
Dzsecnos Agro~ndusrnalrs camo Susmto 

Unr~ersidad Tecnologica de Panami. Pianeacion. :\nairs~s y Dlsefio Prei~m~nar Ch~nqui 2.W.W :'I &: :U--;Q.J> 

Facultad de Ingenieria Civil de un Sitlo 
de Dtsposic~on Sanitano p r a  m h o s  

I del Banana 
I Fundacion Linwersidad Autonorna dc Pro-enma de Invesngacion ! Chinqui ?0.000.&1 4 -.s : 2: :&!; -:(W.: 
I Cbiriqui (Fundacion LWXCHII Transferenc~a Tecnolopca. Medianre 

I 
Enrrenamrenro y Capacrtacton en las 

! Tknicas del Cultivo de Honeos . 

I Conservation de la Biodirersidad 
I 

Aprobados en 1995 

Imentano dr  Anfibros Kepr~les Fast I 

dc Planrulas dr  L y e c ~ c s  Poco Conocrda, 
- \nai~s~s del S m m a  dr. -Ira.; Prore_~~d-.q 

Soc~edad 4udubon de Panarnz. nard Rcn dr. q M so 1 iuufi. ~ u u k  
Brrdlrie Inremat~onal ( S A P )  una Canser\acrun Etical dr su Pmanu 

Rrodrvrn~dad 
I j Aprobados en 1997 

I Insiinrto Smithson~an dc ! Prospecion Uulrnrca e n  el Rosqur. : ; Panama 09.660.UV t >ll.t*h? ikv LLM-- lU.lU I lnvest~gaciones Tropicales fSTR 1 )  i Lluv~oso d r  Panam2 

tin~versidad de Panama. 
Fac. de Crencras haruralrs 

dr Cons~ruccion p a n  i'rvtendx< ddc B31o 



Develooment Associates. Inc. 

Establec~rn~ento de una Flnca Organ~ca / Grupo de Consurn~dores de Productos en Cerro Punra ' Chlnqut 11,.500 00 1 .;:.35O O c r  I w Q - ~ I ~ )  
Organicos de Panama IVACLIRL 1 1 

, \ la Prorecclnn de Recursns ha~uralrc 
Arrecites Coralmob dc' Bocas drl Toro. 
Panama Ill D~stnbuclon. Esrructura 

Fundaclon para la iD~\ers~aad  Abundancra \. Zon~ticaclonr Bocas del Toro ! 5.020 00 10 0hO 00 l u w -  I uL)u 
I Protecclon del Mar (PROhlAR 1 

I Esiado 4ctual d r  Consenacron de loa , 
Arreciies d e  Ida Pona y Cayo Agua 

' 
I 

! Ecologia Poblacional de Espcc~ej 
Fundacidn para la Comerciales 

i 
1 Bocas del Torn 6 . 3 ~ 0 0  .; L.3hO.00 19J1)-20{! 1 

Proteccidn del Mar (PKOMARI dc Pepinos de Mar (Echinodemata: : 
! 

! Hoiothuroidea) dsl Caribe de Panama , 

Keproduccion. Conse~acion. Consumo j Asociacion de Cnadores dc Iguanas i 
\ Ven~a a Futuros Cnadores de izuanas. , Cock . 15.01 8.2 1 ) 64.625.00 : I Quo-2001 i > Animales en Extincton r ASCIASE I 1 . CoclC 

Aprobados en 2000 

i Consenaclon y Maneto Integral de 10s I 
Asociacion tiacional para la ~ o s ~ u &  - Darien 81.61 1.62 ! S?.850.00 2000-200! 

Conservacidn de la Nawraleza (ANCOhl 1 dc la Reserva N a n d  Punta Pari~io. 1 I i 
Prov~nc~a de Danen I I 

Aprobados en 2001 

I Disrribucion. Estrucmra !, Estado de 1 

I 

Aprobados cn 2002 

Creacion y Manejo de un Sistema de i 1 ! Fundacibn para la Proiccc~nn del Mar 
I 

I 

\ (PROMAR l Boyas de Amarre en los Arreciies de I Bocas del Toro ) 69.Q50.00 I .  I 0  2002-2004 
I 1 Coral del Archipielago de Bocas del Toro i 

Ecoturisrno 

1 Aprobados en 1999 

1 1 Provcctu Plloto: Planiticacicitl ; i 

1 ! Guavaballto I i w' 
! 

: hcoiurisma con Panlclpacloll 
Fundacion para cl I k s a r r o l l ~ ~  Cornunitails ! I 'mal~~a i 711.000tlO ; 15.00000 i / )WV-  

Sostenible de Panami (FI!'il)L:SPA I 2001 1 j : en la Cucnca Hidroyatica dzl Canal 1 I 
I 
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ATTACHMENT 6 
SURVEY OF FIDECO PARTICIPANTS IN TRINIDAD 

AGROFORESTRY PROJECT 

Augusta Bellido 

~ Q u e  hizo en el proyecto? 
Finca de cafe con &boles maderables 

~ Q u C  arboles o planras sernbrb? 
Cafe: 300 plantas. Iiaranjo 20 p., Ronron 10 p. 

~QuC problemas two? 
Plagas y falta de recursos para atenderlo. 

~ Q u t  beneficios recibid? 
Herramientas y materiales que hacian un monto de B/. 150.00 por incentives de plantones. 

;Lo hm'a otra irez? 
Me gustaria participar otra vez con este proyecto. 

iQue apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
Apoyo econornico de tipo social participativo. 

i Q u i  recomendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Que contimien dandole ese apoyo tecnico y economico. 

Anebin Addiel Cil Bellido 

L Q U ~  hizo en el proyecto? 
Una finca de cafe intercalado con arboles frutales y rnaderables la cual se trabaji, en sistema de 
tresbolillo. 

i.Qui arboles o planras sembro'? 
Cafe: 1200 plantas. naranja i 00 p.. caoba nacional 30 p.. cedro espino 20 p. 

;Qul problemas tuvo? 
Plagas en las plantaciones y falta de recursos disponibles para administrarla de manera eficiente. 

;Qut beneficios recibio? 
Un incentive para la plantation por un monto de B.'l50.00 en materiales y herramientas- 
Seminaries de agroforesteria lo cual me ha semido para colaborar con _mpos comuni~arios en mi 
cornunidad y comunidades i-ecinas para el desarrollo de las mjsmas. 



C 
Development Associates. l n c  

;L o haria otra vez? 
Si me gustaria participar otra vez por que este proyecto nos trajo beneficios a nuestra farnilia. , 

k 

L Q U ~  apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
Necesitaria apoyo econornico. tecnico y social. 

;Que recomendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Que el p p o  continue; apoyo mutuamente: que el proyecto continue dandonos ese apoyo 

Dimis Martinez R 

~QuC hizo en el proyecto? 
Reforestacion de maderables y fmtales. 

~ Q u e  arboles o plantas sembrb? 
Cedro espino 53p. Cedro arnargo 5 1 p. Ronron 13p, Cocobolo 13p. Caoba nacional20p. Cafe 
1300 p, I Ib de pasto mejorado (Brachiaria). 

~ Q u t  problemas two? 
Plagas en 10s maderables y frutales. Falta de recurso economico para el manejo de la plantacion. 

iQu6 beneficios recibio? 
Los plantones de maderabIes y la semilla de cafe. La semilla de pasto mejorado. ias 
herramientas, 1 pala coa. 1 pala. un rastrillo. 2 rollos de alarnbre de puas. 1 azadon. un martillo. 

;Lo haria otra vez? 
Si, pero en mi propia finca de manera pupal rotando. 

~ Q u i  apoyo necesitaria para ampiiar el trabajo hecho? 
Financiamiento para el manejo de la plantacion y mercado. 

~ Q u k  recomendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Que se haga la carretera lo mas cercana posible a la finca para poder Ilegar hasta el mercado mas 
cercano. 

-- - 

Celedonio Ovalles Bellido 

iQu6 hizo en el proyecto? 
Organizamos arborizacion de 16 productores en area de Trinidad Arriba. Realization de un 
pequeiio vivero de plantas forestales y frutales con el grupo. Las rnismas eran para ser 
distribuidas en las fincas de 10s productores y realizar pequefias pricticas en 10s sistemas 
agroforestales. 

;Que arboles o plantas sembro? 
Cafe 1000 p, Cedro amargo. cedro espino. cocobolo, u a b o ,  espave, carbonero ... en diferentes 
sistemas agroforestales. 
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;Que problemas tuvo? 
Tuvirnos algunos talleres practicos per0 hizo falta recursos economicos para mane!o de ias 
plantaciones y supervision. 

i , Q ~ i  beneficios recibib? 
Herramientas e insumos. La capacitacion tecnicas h e  de p a n  valor 

;Lo haria otra vez? 
Si me pstaria seguir con este proyecto agoforestal. 

~ Q u e  apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
Kecesitaria recursos economicos o al@n proyecto para ampliar y rnanejo de la plantacion. 

iQut  recornendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Organizarse rnejor; recursos necesarios para mejorar las practicas en Ias fincas Fa iniciadas: 
mejoramiento a nivel de viveros y su equipo necesario a fin de implementar sistemas acordes a la 
realidad; reunion con todos 10s participantes y la comunidadj apoyo en caminos. visitas previas. 

- -- 

Prudencio Rivera 

iQut  hizo en el proyecto? 
Cultivo de cafe con &boles. 

i Q u i  &boles o plantas sembro? 
Cafi loop, roble 25 p. caoba 25p.. cedro 25 p. 

~ Q u i  problemas tuvo? 
El cafe se pus0 amarillo y muchos se han muerto. 

~ Q u C  beneficios recibib? 
Motivation, pollos. machete. sernilla. 

 LO haria otra vez? 
Si lo haria para rnejorar mi finca y consewar la naturaleza. 

;Que apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
Para ampliar el trabajo. ayuda en el combate de piagas. me-iores caminos para sacar cafe o 
alirnentos, que nos den semillas. 

;Que recomendaciones tiene para rnejorar el proyecto? 
Que haya una persona en el Srea que nos ayude como seguir adeiante. 

Luis Alvarado 

;Que hizo en el proyecto? 
Cultivo y sembrado. mejoramiento de la finca. 
~ Q u e  arboles o plantas sembro'? 



Development Associrrres, h c .  

Aguacate. mango. naranja 60, apuacate 10, manso 10. cafe 900p. cocobolo 30 p. 

i Q u l  problemas tuvo? 
Cuesta mucho el cultivo por que uno solo no puede enfrentar 10s problemas de maleza. plaga !. 

no hay dinero para un peon. 

~QuC beneficios recibio? 
Herramientas agricolas. bomba. pala: piqueta. arroz, semilia de iiame. 

;Lo haria otra vez? 
Si lo haria otra vez, depende coma venga el proyecto. Si el proyecto es igual si lo haria. 

~ Q u e  apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
Furnigacion para controlar la plaga y dinero para mi alimentacion y asi dedicar mas'cuidado a 10s 
cultivos o siembra. 

~QuC recornendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Que haya acceso de camino en condiciones por que cuesta mucho la carga. 

Eduardo Rodriguez 

~ Q u i  hizo en el proyecto? 
Siernbra de cafe y guabo con arboles maderables 

; Q u ~  arboles o plantas sembro? 
Cedro espino 50 p. cocoboio 50. caoba 50p. 

;Que problemas tuvo? 
Falta de dinero para controlar la maleza. 

;Qui beneficios recibio? 
Insumos agricolas, pala. coa. bomba, carretilla. 

 LO haria otra vez? 
Si lo haria otra vez. 

;Que apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
Mas insurnos agricolas para controlar plagas. dinero para peones. 

~ Q u C  recomendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Que por parte del 10s Estados Unidos que financien otro proyecto y asi logramos agrandar lo 
hecho. 

Sanjuan Segundo 

~ Q u e  hizo en el proyecto'? 
Sembrar cafe con arboles frutales. 
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;Que arboles o plantas sembrb? . . 
Cafe 300 p.. naranja 100 p. 

;Que problemas ruvo? 
Falta de recurso para controlar la maleza. suelo muy malo. 

;Quk beneficios recibib? 
Una pala. 200 pies de manyma. una lirna. un machete. 

;Lo haria otra vez? 
Si lo haria para mejorar la calidad de vida y t ram de aprender a cultivar mejor. 

iQut  apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
KO respondio. 

iQut  recomendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto'? 
No respondio. 

Eliecer Rodriguez 

i Q ~ i  hi20 en eI proyecto? 
Sembre arboles frurales. 

iQut arboles o plantas sembro? 
Caoba 100p.. Cafe 800 p. 

;Que problemas two? 
Mucha plaga y no tenia recursos para controlar las enfemedades del surlo. 

;QuC beneficios recibio? 
50 pollos, 6 quintales de aliment0 vitaminado, pala coa. paia. machete. 

tLo haria otra vez? 
Si lo baria por que son buenos y ayudan a conservar la naturalem. 

iQu i  apoyo necesiraria para ampliar el traba-io hecho'.' 
No respondio. 
i Q u i  recomendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Iio respondio. 

Nidia Bellide 

;,Que hizo en el proyecto'l 
Cuhivo de maderables !. cafe. 
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~ Q u i  arboles 0 plantas sembrh? 
Maderables y frutales. cedro espino 25p. caoba 25p. maria 25p, cedro SO. cafe 200 p. 

iQu6 problemas tuvo? 
Sequia. plagas y maleza. 

iQue beneficios recibib? 
Seminarios, adiestramiento de c6mo conservar el suelo y herramientas agricolas. Pala. coa. 
machete. 

;Lo haria otra vez? 
Si lo haria por que nos da orientaci6n para trabajar la tierra y nos ayuda a enfrentar la pobreza. 

iQu6 apoyo necesitaria para ampliar el trabajo hecho? 
Que haya una persona encargada de darnos asesoria y nos ayude a combatir las plagas. Mds 
semillas. 

L Q U ~  recornendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Que haya una f u m e  de empleo en el grea para sufragar 10s alimentos y asi tener dinero para 
controlar la maleza y un buen camino. 

Orlando Ovalle 

L Q U ~  hizo en el proyecto? 
Cafi 400 p.. maderables en 10s linderos. 

iQue Brboles o plantas sernbrb? 
~ r b o l e s  de maria. cedro espino. 

< , Q u ~  problemas t uvo? 
Ninguno de p laps  pero si en el aspecto economico que no pude semhrar lo que yo desearia. cPd 
Combate de malezu. 

< Q u ~  beneficios recibib'l 
Me enseiiaron a cultivar la tierra en una forma moderada. Me dieron coa. pala coa. bomba. 
rastrillo. machete. 

;,LO haria otra vez? 
Yo si lo volveria a hacer por que fue el unico apoyo que recibimos 10s campesinos. 

i Q ~ i  apoyo necesitaria para arnpliar el trabiijo hecho? 
Que haya una persona que nos anime para s e p i r  adelante. Semillas. 
i Q ~ 6  recomendaciones tiene para mejorar el proyecto? 
Que nos ayuden. que nos visiten. 

-- -- 
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